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TO AMEND THE FEDERAL EMPLOYEES UNIFORM 
ALLOWANCE ACT 





THURSDAY, MARCH 10, 1955 
House or RepresENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
Post OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE, 
Washington, np 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:30 a. m., Hon, John 
Dowdy, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Dowpy. This subcommittee, composed of Mr. Alexander, Mr. 
Moss, Mr. Gross, Mr. Broyhill, and myself as chairman, has been 
appointed to consider H. R. 3948, a bill which will amend the Federal 
Employees Uniform Allowance Act which was passed as title IV of 
the so-called fringe-benefits law of last year, Public Law 763. 

(H. R. 3948 follows :) 


[H. R. 3948, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 402 of the Federal Employees Uniform Allowance Act, approved 
September 1, 1954 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 402 of the Federal Employees 
Uniform Allowance Act, approved September 1, 1954 (68 Stat. 1114), is amended 
by striking from the first sentence thereof the words “existing on the date of 
enactment of this Act”, 

Mr. Dowpy. The provisions of that act were limited by its terms 
to authorize, within the limits of appropriations, the payment of a 
uniform allowance to those employees required either by law * regu- 
lation to wear them on official duty on or before September 1, 1954, 
which is the date of approval of Public Law 763. 

While this legislation was awaiting signature of the President last 
year, the then chairman of our committee directed the Postmaster 
General’s attention to the fact that a number of postal employees 
would not be covered by the law because they had not been required 
by regulations to wear uniforms but were wearing them more as a 
matter of custom. Whereupon, the Postmaster General issued regu- 
lations covering all postal employees required to wear uniforms, mak- 
ing the benefits of the law available to them. 

Apparently it has developed that the same situation exists in other 
departments and agencies and unless action is taken on this legisla- 
tion, many employees will be very disappointed when they find other 
employees in similar positions in other agencies receiving a uniform 
allowance because they are wearing uniforms pursuant to regulation. 

It is my understanding, and it is a question which I believe will be 
covered by the representative of the administration, who is here, that 
estimates provided to the Congress last year when the uniform allow- 
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ance act was under consideration, anticipated that the employees cov- 
ered by this bill were actually included in those cost estimates pre- 
sented at that time. So there will be no additional cost here. 

We have with us this morning Congressman Tumulty, who is the 
author of the bill we are considering; Mr. William F. Finan, Assistant 
Director for Management and Organization of the Bureau of the 
Budget; Mr. Thomas C. Walters, operations director, Government 
Employees Council; Mr. Luther Steward, president, National Federa- 
tion of Federal Employees; and Mr. John McGart, legislative repre- 
sentative, American Federation of Government Employees. 

I see Ross Messer here. What is the title of your organization ? 

Mr. Messer. National Association of Post Office and General 
Services Maintenance Employees. 

Mr. Dowpy. We will first recognize Mr. Tumulty, who will make a 
statement. 


STATEMENT OF T. JAMES TUMULTY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


Mr. Tumutty. Mr. Dowdy, the act of course, as you can see by look- 
ing at it,is very brief. It strikes out from the first sentence of section 
402 of the Federal Employees Uniform Allowance Act the words: 

Existing on the date of enactment of this Act. 


Section 402 of the Federal Employees Uniform Allowance Act 
approved September 1, 1954, known as title IV of Public Law 763 of 
the 83d Congress, should be amended in this fashion to make its bene- 
fits potentially available to employees who may be required to wear 
uniforms under regulations issued subsequent to that date. 

Section 402 of the act authorizes appropriations for the furnishing 
of uniforms or the payment of a uniform allowance, at a cost not ex- 
ceeding $100 per annum, to any Federal employee who is required by 
regulations “existing on the date of enactment”—~you will notice those 
words which it is intended to strike out follow after “regulations” so 
as to limit the present existing law to those required by regulations 
existing on the date of enactment of the act or by law to wear a pre- 
scribed uniform when on official duty. Section 404 of the act au- 
thorizes and directs the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to pro- 
mulgate such rules and regulations as may be necessary to provide for 
the uniform administration of title IV. 

Information obtained in the course of developing rules and regula- 
tions indicates that consistent and equitable administration cannot be 
achieved under the existing provisions of the act governing eligi- 
bility for benefits. In some agencies, certain employees wear uniforms 
solely as a matter of custom or tradition, or under oral instructions, 
hence would not come under the language of section 402 as it is 
presently worded. 

Such employees are now excluded from consideration for benefits, 
and they cannot be made potentially eligible through administrative 
action because of the provision that regulations prescribing uniform 
requirements must have existed “on the date of enactment” of the act. 

To provide some indication of the scope and extent of the problem, 
the Bureau of the Budget requested several Federal agencies and the 
government of the District of Columbia to report on the number and 
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occupations of uniformed employees who are excluded from benefits 
under title IV because the wearing of uniforms is not required by 
regulations existing on September 1, 1954, or by law. 

A total of 22,203 employees were reported by 8 Federal agencies and 
2,820 employees by the District government. An analysis of the re- 
port shows that serious injustices would arise if the payment of bene- 
fits should be limited to employees now eligible under the act. 

It will be observed, for example, that nurses are ineligible under 
it in a number of agencies, whereas nurses in the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration are eligible because they are covered by regulations. Com- 
parable variations among agencies occur with respect to guards and 
fire fighters, occupations for which the legislative history of the act 
clearly indicates that its benefits were intended. 

The inequities that would result under the existing legislation are 
best illustrated in the Department of Defense, which reported 18,413 
uniformed employees who would be excluded from benefits if the 
language that I ask be stricken remains. 

The Deputy Assistant Secretary for Manpower and Personnel, in 
his report to the Bureau dated January 13, 1955, stated: 

In addition to these 18,413 employees, there are approximately 25,610 em- 
ployees who would technically be eligible for an allowance under title IV, Public 
Law 763, because they currently are required to wear uniforms by local regula- 
tion or by the regulation of one military department. However, there is no 
consistent regulatory coverage of occupational groups of these employees, either 
by military department or across military department lines. 

It would be extremely difficult to authorize on any equitable basis uniform 
allowances for these employees. If this were done the result would be that 
guards in the Army, for example, would receive uniform-allowances but guards 
in the other services would not; fire fighters in the Navy would receive uniform 
allowances, but those in the other services would not. 

Other employees * * * are covered on a spotty basis by local regulations * * *, 
In practically all instances we do not consider it feesible to provide uniform 
allowances to these employees since this would result in the same kind of situa- 
tion as described above * * *. 

In summary due to the absence of written regulations with regard to 
some occupational groups and the spotty, incomplete coverage with 
regard to others, there is no equitable way under existing law to at- 
tempt to provide uniform allowances for virtually any occupational 
group in the Department of Defense. 

It should also be pointed out that postal employees would have been 
excluded had not the agency issued regulations late in August 1954, 
in anticipation of the requirement in the act. The Post Office Depart- 
ment was aware of the need for such action because it had been work- 
ing with the Congress on pending legislation, whereas other agencies 
did not have a comparable opportunity to prepare for initiating bene- 
fits under the act. 

Since the Congress has not yet made funds available for paying 
uniform allowances, however, there is opportunity to amend the act 
before the benefit provisions become effective so that it would be pos- 
sible to avoid inequities among uniformed employees and the attendant 
damage to employee morale and productivity. 

If the act is amended as provided for in this bill, it will be possible 
for agency heads to prescribe uniform requirements through regula- 
tions in all cases where such requirements are necessary or desirable, 
including cases that may arise in the future. At the same time, reten- 
tion of the provision in the act that such requirements must be pre- 








4 FEDERAL EMPLOYEES UNIFORM ALLOWANCE ACT 


scribed by regulations will assure top-level agency consideration of 
the need for requiring employees in any occupation to wear uniforms. 
Agency actions also will be subject to review in the appropriation 
process. 

There was an attachment to the memo which indicated the break- 
down of the various employees. Perhaps the committee has that in- 
formation, I don’t know. 

Mr. Dowpy. All of us have a copy. 

Mr. Broyruity. I don’t have a copy. Is there another one? 

(Attachment refered to follows:) 


ATTACH MENT 


UNIFORMED EMPLOYEES IN SELECTED AGENCIES WHO ARE EXCLUDED FROM CONSIDER- 
ATION FOR BENEFITS UNDER THE FEDERAL EMPLOYEES UNIFORM ALLOWANCE ACT, 
APPROVED SEPTEMBER 1, 1954 

Summary 
Number of 
employees excluded 





Agency from benefits 
I SU EN a gg ar a ea 18, 413 
PORE (UCR i clk ca a chs colina ncieae uae abdecacewbibiia 1, 643 
I a rN a ccascra a espe nesiewemsiomeiaiemeees 1,148 
PORT Oe ene. ek pede ape cicadas Silas Aiiailaich.scaeaSdecsooks 517 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare____..__________________ 455 
Sen TCR OE oes de iene 12 
I NN a irae uci wis i cabal delete 10 
IRR Or erat? I a ee it a aeineeiaeue 5 
SOT CN dy 22, 203 
PR Rs PEPIN aa tei stolen acdc atoachages ssi ec ehacemeb coknns Seaside 2, 820 
Total, Federal and District of Columbia. —......- 2.2... 25, 023 
Agency and occupation Number of 
Department of Defense: employees 
AR a 5 a ertcphtmeg eon amnnas cancibiden ke eee 
a ea a eS cian cs bl cee ccmce ~Mwen 
Sen oN 8 Sh eet lee 4, 678 
Ohauiiours ond wehicle operators... 6.05 3 aos kik etc rece 1, 002 
rn Abaca aati badoinbaaeibrtetemmtnntte 2, 355 
IN CR a 39 
Instructors, Military Academy, ete_____.________- Leal are eae enh ae 197 
SEcouOIIRA RIDIN AY PIONS 3 ers ea eee 165 
IN i i a eT 8 95 
Da ot 7D 
Custodial personnel... boa ckiaisia enlaces cept macs eeicaebtapeieaeae 54 
Tp INI ct a ed Fe Rshaities iste 32 
PRIN eta ies tee ae te oi nee habe aco a eG 40 
Pn a Sl 46 
ST 10 
Aircraft freight loaders and baggage handlers_____-_______________ 63 
Miscellaneous (e. g., operations analyst, social worker, and others) __ 46 
RN Stik hh a es 18, 413 
Veterans’ Administration: 
Orthopedie technicians________ ee ce er Ne eee se te 230 
Opthaimoprosthetic: techmicigns. oi. 40 
Electrocardiograph, basal metabolism and electroencephalograph 
a a cl aa i ia a aia ee he 325 
IS ee 574 
eS eee eee ee 250 
lind ceneiilitetion ierapiete oe a 50 
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UNIFORMED EMPLOYEES IN SELECTED AGENCIES WHO ARE EXCLupED From CONSIDER- 
ATION FOR BENEFITS UNDER THE FEDERAL EMPLOYEES UNIFORM ALLOWANCE ACT, 
APPROVED SEPTEMBER 1, 1954—Continued 


Agency and occupation Number of 
Veterans’ Administration—Continued employees 
Medical photographers__ Sah taal deena sc etd ; : 142 
Scientific illustrators (medical) __ S — = eats 32 

ig ca rn cane arrle ecbcane eed ee a 1, 643 





Department of the Interior: 


United States game management agent___- eee ae 150 
NII oi a seins rea Saad madden eee ac 121 
tae prdeeetais cameo e eee 5 45 
I ks deaastanencice hn dae ceakek etal 5 ae 196 
Deen... eee Benes aces ee : Se 30 
Dental assistant____~__- edad sob coesaeat pied oe eee 6 
Dental officer_____ ati cea es Pena heodi inte ats eae Se a t 
ee iran tbaliripien elke Sepoladaearanans sass acinamiigueniad 2 
Home economics teacher ____-~_- ee bea Sa niente 115 
mcuneneernime O10... cee, = a cares aiee 179 
SS ae eae hawt scsgne de aiotiee note : 92 
Laundry manager_____------__- Gasipecta ec abeosameetiincmeaian jastiiecgoriosahabiate 27 
Laundry worker__--~- ce Seneca MaMa Socata essence aoe ameehecteiinian en 69 
DRORUCILUE! 6. ne skisepdepaemetieatinctoseeanicer ass > ie’. at . 4 
PN CIN oa eri aces soos cco nwo nce ao ee ese tate ek ek 8 
peecrce: tecmmcan. ac Z I Bees cera tss Es 1 
a Ae eB oa a sakes 28 
UNNI OI foe tical cats raiass-cmcerglgcetoarameadeses oe fetes spud By ca 5 
I trees ie ft ee eS reais Sep cane 1 
Training assistant (cosmetology, baking, cooking, ete.) _--________ 7 
IRIN tease ctie e e  e ne eee ee 58 
woe Se a bepress Bs 1, 148 
Department of Justice: 
pepe Maren... eens Sakae tates wre ae 7500 
kN a a cate eet ci aibedccd Se. 10 
a a le 7 
Ucn ke eee tlk tek L a Bah Fed ads sede dene nich te stiabclesias donates 517 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: 
Freedman’s Hospital : 
Ree is, MUNIN RNSE MONNIE ONIN ca te spec event ened ndoeseretece 16 
pT ge ee ees Sa sade bas stg daleeetb lecdeilSchentediipn 10 
PNR UR RT oh i Si ie lieidedatd titans tthe Bae 8 
PDIEROODOTE { BUDOUVIBIIG Yani 8 oi is st ee ee 5 
Laboratory personnel_____ each i act a aA et 6 
PO 8 a : Ree ee j 32 
Nurses (graduate, practical, and student)_________-_. >= 335 
PRarmaciete. .... Se cakaiacads/eunicciabsadbeaig se Ge e bis ti ieee 6 
Pharmaciots. bepere: ... on ee tect i teeta 3 
i 3 
OS Sa ae eee = = 7 9 
Technicians (X-ray) ---_-___ es, 2 2 . rs Hi 2 
ae Cater RUN ok eid epee teas Sick ddipetblae 3 
Therapists: 
cae rc iets cane chmentn vs Beane tana eesco cant 2 
I ae ae aie baer adbeast acnicnien owe tao Sanaa eee 3 
Other: 
ee Ss di ek ‘ iste ng Bad. 1 
IS Bie clint da kewclltae ep tec tents dais oseieuniil. bmn ebeioen 11 
I ne recente Sa tbesi tiie ee ts Sib 455 


1 Appointed. 
68098—55. 
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UNIFORMED EMPLOYEES IN SELECTED AGENCIES WHO ARE EXCLUDED FRoM CONSIDER- 
ATION FOR BENEFITS UNDER THE FEDERAL EMPLOYEES UNIFORM ALLOWANCE ACT, 
APPROVED SEPTEMBER 1, 1954—Continued 





Number of 
Agency and occupation employees 
Department of the Treasury : Civilian guards, U. 8S. Coast Guard_------_- 12 
Department of Agriculture: 
NIN os alae a a 6 
Oe ea woes am aeiesanie 1 
INN RR ai cence eda seinen 1 
I ca cia i a aca oa ainda ipa nie ines apace 2 
a I ee a age bedeapaenemeioan 10 
Civil Service Commission : 
a i cn eset meee 4 
I as el ahaa emcees ania nema naam nae 2 
a a a a i 5 
OR. 20 os ern OROROIOE 8. ee eke eennee 22, 203 
District of Columbia: 
I accent cao gpi an oa 678 
Chauffeurs and other drivers_-_____-_-_----- alas Sricecaliciadscsecielieametaaaiama coat taees 32 
Ieee rn I I cs emcees enee aise gnc ianimiarenaen 620 
Inn RI uc asc erences cee oi enetinebcores 261 
LADOTatOry ONG meuICal Tecnnicians.._....... ... eee 99 
ON edi bas Sadek aoentavaresikeas ane edllanaaes 743 
RO I iinet ieee eons eee See ee aaa 146 
In snd plat balanced nchoeighe aie ge 185 
es, chained 39 
I ois cartaieeocieicsnecdaceatbsaantoeons ice tac i aca iil 17 
Nc oe er en eam eee nee nines 2, 820 
Total in 8 Federal agencies and the District of Columbia_______-__ 25, 023 


Mr. Tumutry. I think essentially what this bill does is take out 
the words “existing on the date of enactment of this act,” which limits 
the Uniform Allowance Act only to those particular employees who 
are in a department where regulations existed when the act was passed 
and consequently there might be others who are required to wear uni- 
forms but there were no written regulations. 

Consequently, there would be injustice and the result is, as I under- 
stand this, that the whole program has been held up and the purpose 
of this bill is to make it possible for regulations to be adopted by 

proper department heads to either qualify the employees for this 
laoeal dollar allowance for not to adopt regulations if they see fit. 

That is the gist of the bill. 

Mr. Dowpy. There is just one question that occurs to me and it 
is raised by the statements you made and also it was mentioned to 
me by another person this morning. In this act it says “Required 
by regulation,” and you mentioned local regulation as distinguished 
from departmental regulations and I am wondering if perhaps the 
bill should make it depend upon a departmental regulation rather 
than upon some local regulation to put people in uniform. 

Mr. Tumutry. First of all, the main problem is to—— 

Mr. Dowpy. The main problem is to get it taken care of. 

Mr. Tumutry. It would seem properly the head of the Depart- 
ment should issue the regulations. I would not think that it would 
be contemplated that they would be issued by some one local official. 
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Mr. Dowpy. The mention made this morning was the possibility 
of a postmaster requiring a certain uniform in his post office. He 
weaa issue a regulation on it. 

Mr. Tumutry. May I see that? 

Mr. Dowpy. That is the law there. 

Mr. Tumutry. Yes; that isthe present law. 

Mr. Dowpy. It says by regulation. 

Mr. Tumutry. By regulations existing at date of enactment. 

Mr. Dowpy. That is the particular thing we are talking out. I 
wondered if it should say departmental regulation. 

Mr. Tumutty. I wouldn’t quarrel with you on that. It would seem 
to me that the act would by implication consider that it would be 
such regulations as made by those authorized to make regulations. In 
other words, when the act says when required by regulations exist- 
ing on the date of enactment we take out the words “existing on the 
date of enactment” and put in “required by regulation.” 

It seems that it would be the party who has been making regula- 
tions right along, whoever is authorized in the executive department 
to make regulations. 

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Gross, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Gross. Not at this time. 

Mr. Tumutry. I do not think there is any problem about it. 

Mr. Dowpy. No; it issomething we can think about. 

Mr. Tumutty. I have no objection. 

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Broyhill? 

Mr. Broruity. I have no question except to clarify a point. 

I understand the Post Office Department did issue regulations to 
take care of the Post Office Department prior to this act becoming 
effective. 

Mr. Dowpy. This won’t mean any benefit to the Post Office De- 
partment at all. 

Mr. Tumutry. It seems to me that whoever makes the regulations 
now, whoever is the proper person in the Department, I assume the 
‘ head of the Department unless by some statute Congress permits others 
to make regulations, that he would be the person. 

It would seem in the Post Office Department it would be the Post- 
master General. Even in the act we are now considering he has 
the power to make regulations. The Post Office Department because 
of their work in the committee knew of this and adopted regulations. 

Mr. Broynuity. They are taken care of now but in the future if they 
think it is desirable to require other employees to wear uniforms you 
have to have another act. 

Mr. Tumutty. Yes; whereas this act would leave it to the depart- 
ment head, whoever is the regulation-making authority to deter- 
mine whether or not to require uniforms to be worn. 

It broadens the base but I understand it won’t cost more money. 

Mr. Dowpy. The money has not been appropriated and that is the 
reason it has not gone into effect. 

Mr. Broyhill, as to your question, there are a number of people 
wearing uniforms by custom or oral instruction without a written 
regulation who would not be benefited. 

Mr. BroynitL. After we amend this act they would still be required 
to issue regulations or the people will not be benefited. 
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Mr. Tumvurry. There will have to be written regulations so that 
some responsible regulator y authori Ity would have to consider the cost 
and the feasibility of wearing uniforms. 

And the intent of this amendment is so that the responsible admin- 
istrative head could be very well trusted to do that. 

Mr. Broyrin. Mr. Chairman, I don’t think there is any question 
but what it was intended by Congress last year in acting on this that 
all these people receive the allowance, but by just amending it in this 
form it would still leave it up to the agencies and we might run into 
some arbitrary decision on the part of some agency not to write regula- 
tions for these people to be paid. 

Mr. Tumuury. That is possible, but you have the appropriations 
committee who would still have to pass on it and I think, by and large, 
considering that the executive department is now in the hands ‘of 
people who claim to be and to a great extent have been doing a good 
job, I don’t think they would be arbitrary or capricious. 

Mr. Broyroay. I was thinking of the future. 

Mr. Tumuvry. I am happy to think the future in your mind con- 
templates the return of the alternative party. By that time you 
would be so disheartened you wouldn't care what we did. I think 
the possibility is there but I don’t think there is any serious probabil- 
ity. I couldn’t be honest with you if I didn’t see the possibility, but 
with the act of Congress here and with the responsible administrative 
head I don’t think any ania ative head would require uniforms 
to be worn if it was not economical and feasible. 

Mr. Broyumx. I don’t think it is feasible for Congress to legislate 
on which individuals must wear the uniforms. It was just an observa- 
tion. 

Mr. Tumutry. I agree it was a fair observation, but I don’t think 
it would ever materialize. 

Mr. Downy. I doubt that the same as you. 

It seems to me if any departmental head requires any of his people 
to wear a uniform that he would issue a regulation instead of just 
telling them “you all go put on uniforms.” He couldn't require them 
without a regulation. 

Mr. Tumutry. This really is to give those an opportunity, who 
should have an opportunity, and were caught without them. Ap- 
parently where men are presently required to wear them and where by 
regulation or by custom, which has the force of regulation, you give 
them an oppor tunity, put it into writing, and where in the future, logic 
and necessity and common sense require uniforms to be worn, the em- 
ployees get this benefit which I am convinced, and I think you agree 
with me, is their due. 

Mr. Broyuttn. That is right. 

Mr. Tumutry. I am informed that the administration is aware of 
this provision and approve of it and I am willing to rely upon their 
judgment in this instance. 

Mr. Downy. Thank you, Mr. Tumulty. 

Mr. Tumutry. Thank you, Mr. Dowdy, and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee. Do you desire that I remain? 

Mr. Dowpy. If you desire and if you would like, you may sit with us. 

Mr. Tumotry. I will stay a while. 

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Finan. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM F. FINAN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR 
MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Frxan. Mr. Chairman, I understand that you wish that we 
make a statement regarding the probable cost of this legislation, that 
is the primary purpose in having somebody down from the Bureau of 
the Budget. ; 

Mr. Downy. That is right. We would like to know what your est1- 
mate is. We understand that when this matter was being considered 
in what is now Public Law 763, that an estimate was made of the 
probable cost of that provision of the act, and that people who ap- 
parently were left out were included in the estimate at that time. Is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Finan. Well, that is a little bit hard to answer, to tell you the 
truth. However, it is our considered judgment that the estimate of 
$20 million of cost which appeared in Senate Report 1992, covering 
this partciular bill, is still an adequate estimate of cost of the total 
program including the group of employees that would be entitled to 
uniform allowances if the amendment which is now before this com- 
mittee is adopted. 

This problem of estimating costs in a matter of this kind is more 
complicated than it might appear on its face, because there are two 
current imponderables in the picture. One is the precise number of 
employees who ultimately would be covered by these regulations. 

The agencies are currently reviewing the situation and there is a 
possibility that in some cases where uniforms have been worn more as 
a matter of custom or habit, that they will not issue regulations and 
require the wearing of uniforms. 

That possibility always existed in these agencies and the fact that 
we now have a situation in which we are dealing with this uniform 
problem on a more formal basis, namely, under regulations and where 
they are required, the Government then assumes the expense of wear- 
ing them, there may be situations that we have not yet identified 
where employees who now wear uniforms will no longer wear them 
so that would obviously reduce the cost. 

Mr. Gross. Does it also follow that some of those who are not pres- 
ently wearing uniforms would be put in uniform / 

Mr. Finan. That is also a possibility. 

Mr. Gross. I see. 

Mr, Finan. The other variable in the picture is what the allowance 
would be to any given employee in any given year for the wearing of 
the uniform. It would not necessarily be a hundred a year. It would 
be whatever amount of a hundred dollars or less was estimated to be 
necessary to reimburse the employee for the expense of wearing the 
uniform. . 

Let me use a theoretical illustration. If a particular employee is 
required to wear a particular kind of uniform that, shall we say, costs 
$50, and he wears that one uniform a year, then it is only necessary to 
pay him $50 a year in order to reimburse him for the expense of his 
uniforms. He may have 3 or 4 uniforms, but he only buys 1 a year 
and it costs him $50. pi 


7 ‘ ' 
So the annual unit cost per uniform is not necessarily a hundred 
dollars. 
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Mr. Dowpy. The hundred dollars is a maximum figure. 

Mr. Frnan. That is the maximum allowed even though there may be 
situations 

Mr. Gross. Ww hat prohibition is there in the case of a home-econom- 
ics teacher who is wearing a uniform and whose uniform obviously 
would not cost what a mail carrier’s uniform would cost, what prohibi- 
tion is there that the agency head cannot expend a hundred dollars 
on, we will say, one home-economics teacher / 

Mr. Frvan. The prohibition would take two forms. One is, What 
kind of regulations does the agency head lay down ? 

Mr. Gross. It rests entirely with the agency head / 

Mr. Finan. No, the director of the Bureau of the Budget is required 
to issue regulations that would require uniform administration. In 
two departments where the employees are currently covered, one being 
the Veterans’ Administration and the other being the Department 
of Agriculture, the VA has approximately 20,545 employees who are 
currently eligible under present law for benefits and their estimated 
annual cost per employee will be $55. 

In the case of the Department of Agriculture, the estimated annual 
cost where approximately 5,500 employees are covered, will be $45 
per employee per year. 

Now we assume that the governmentwide average will be like the 
average of those two agencies. On the other hand, we assume it will 
not be higher than the : approximate $88 a year that would produce a 
$90 million annual cost on the basis of the 225,000 employees who are 
required to wear uniforms and who would be currently covered if 
this amendment were passed. 

L will put it another way. There are now about 200,000 employees 
eligible and through an inadvertence there are about 25,000 who are 
not eligible. We think it isa very safe estimate to assume that if we 
cover the 225,000 that the annual cost will not exceed the $20 million 
which was the figure before the Congress at the time this bill was 
ps assed. 

Does that answer your question ? 

Mr. Dowpy. I believe it does. 

Did you have some further statement you wish to make in connection 
with it? 

Mr. Frxan. No, sir 

I am available for any questions the committee may have. 

Mr. Downy. Mr. Gross? 

Mr. Gross. It was not my thought when I yoted for this legislation 
that some of these people were going to be covered with uniform al- 
lowances. What, may I ask, isa housekeeping aide? 

Mr. Dowpy. What department is that ? 

Mr. Gross. Department of the Interior, I believe. 

Mr. Downy. Page 2 of your list. You have 179 housekeeping aides 
listed under Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Frvawn. I am afraid I will have to supply you with an answer 
to that quest ion. 

Mr. Dowpy. Well, put it in the record. 

Mr. Fixan. I will be happy to do so. 

Mr. Gross. What is a dairyman in the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Fixan. I would like to—rather than try to give you my opinion 














FEDERAL EMPLOYEES UNIFORM ALLOWANCE ACT 11 


as to precisely what job is involved here, let me get it and supply 
it for the record. 

Mr. Gross. What is the position of the Bureau of the Budget with 
respect to this proposed amendment to the bill / 

Mr. Finan. We initiated the proposal, sir. 

Mr. Gross. You initiated the proposal. 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gross. You therefore favor it. 

Mr. Frnan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Downy. It might be well to have one or more of these depart- 
ment heads or members from these departments to tell us what some 
of iets people do. 

Mr. Gross. Some of these nurses are probably nurses within de- 
partments, are they not? That is, they wear perhaps a white uni- 
form and only a w hite uniform. 

Mr. Frnan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gross. And that can conceivably go to a hundred a year? 

Mr. Finan. Theoretically, yes, sir. 

Mr. Gross. There is no ‘prohibition in the legislation against the 
expenditure of a hundred a year on any one of those persons, isn’t that 
true? 

Mr. Finan. That is correct; yes, sir. I might make one statement 
regarding the list of occupations that is included in the material here 
indic ating personnel who are presently wearing uniforms by reason of 
custom or oral requirement and who therefore are not eligible for 
these benefits. It does not necessarily follow, as I indicated to begin 
with, when, shall we say, the Department of the Interior gets through 
that they will write a regulation that will require all these employees to 
wear a uniform. These are people that traditionally for one reason 
or another have been wearing uniforms and have been identified in 
the numbers and types involved that have been supplied to the 
Bureau in connection with the administration of this legislation. 

In any one of these groups you mentioned, when the Department 
gets into the thing they may choose not to require them to wear uni- 
forms and therefore they would not come under this bill. 

Mr. Gross. By the same token they might choose to put more people 
under it. 

Mr. Finan. That is correct. 

Mr. Broyruity. Under this act would any of these employees be 
supplied with uniforms instead of reimbursed ? 

Mr. Finan. Not under this act. 

Mr. Broyniu. I see here meatcutter. What type uniform would 
that be? You wouldn’t know, possibly. Would it be aprons? 

Mr. Fran. A typical bute hershop type affair. 

Mr. Broruity. It seems more practical to supply those through a 
laundry service or something. That is the way it is in these chain 
stores. 

Mr. Finan. That is done in a number of areas and where that is 
involved there is no expense to the employee involved and therefore 
there is no issue. 

For example, in one of the early discussions of this when the ques- 
tion of nurses’ uniforms came up I said, “What about the medical staff 
of ry hospital, the externs, interns, male technicians of one kind or 
another ?” 
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It was pointed out to me the normal situations there, the types of 
jackets they wear, the tradition and practice is the hospital supplies 
them, one of the reasons being I suppose they need to be sterile in 
addition to being a uniform of a sort. 

That issue doesn’t arise here. 

Mr. Gross. I can see the need for some kind of different wearing 
apparrel on the part of interns and on the part of nurses and so on, 
and so forth. I can see the need for that, but I think if you permit 
a $100 a year allowance, I think that is getting out of hand with this 
thing. 1 want to see some limitation. 

Mr. Frvan. The $100 is the limitation but the authorization is to 
finance what the actual costs may be. 

As I say, they run in some cases substantially below a hundred 
dollars. 

Mr. Gross. We have all had experience with how the Government 
agencies operate when you make the money available to them. 

Mr. Finan. The agencies are absorbing the costs of this program so 
they are under no great incentive to be extravagent in its management. 

Mr. Dowpy. Here is an example of one I have in mind: It is a 
uniform for a seamstress in the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. I just wondered about the necessity for a seamstress 
having a uniform. 

Mr. Finan. That is in Freedman’s Hospital. It explains that. 

Mr. Broyuiti. Back to my question again, you say there is no pro- 
vision under existing legislation or existing law to supply these people 
with uniforms who are listed here / 

Mr. Frnan. No, sir; I merely said this particular act we have under 
discussion today and are proposing to amend does not deal with that 
problem. 

Mr. Broyniy. Is it permissible, the people who are listed here, 
again referring to the case of the meatcutter under the Department of 
the Interior, can the Department of the Interior furnish the uniforms? 

Mr. Finan. That would depend on whether they have basic au- 
thority either in basic legislation or in their appropriation language 
to supply uniforms. You would have to check that on an agency by 
agency, almost an appropriation by appropriation item basis. 

Mr. Brorui.. In the past prior to enactment of this law was the 
meatecutter in the Department of the Interior providing his own uni- 
form or was he being issued the uniform by the Department ? 

Mr. Finan. All people listed here have been supplying their own 
uniforms and this is the only group of employees we are concerned with 
and where there is a problem. Because what the existing legislation 
is designed to do—of course all we are proposing here is a rectifying 
amendment in the existing legislation—is for the first time on a general 
basis to put the executive branch in the position of paying employees 
for the costs of uniforms which the employee himself is required to 
purchase and to maintain. 

Mr. Broyuiti. However, in discussing this it seems to reveal an 
area where we could save several million dollars if we place some of 
these uniforms on an issuance basis or possibly through some laundry 
concern rather than requiring the employee to buy them themselves. 

Mr. Tumurry. Wouldn’t the authority which is charged with the 
duty of making regulations be able to accomplish that? 
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Mr. Broyuirty. That is what I want to find out, because if we can 
we are all right. 

Mr. Tumcttry. I would assume where the uniforms are furnished 
now, say interns, if the intern has to pay for them himself he would 
probably pay the people doing the supplying. 

Mr. Broyuitt. It is in the act under section 402, item 1, there: 
Furnish to each such employee such uniform at a cost not to exceed $100. 

Is it not law now ? 

Mr. Frnay. I would like to observe this: It isn’t safe to assume that 
the Government will save money by supplying uniforms because if 
the supplying of the uniform involves cleaning, pressing, laundering, 
repairing, and so on, then all of those costs are borne by the Govern- 
ment. Under this act all of that has to be done by the employee. 

Mr. Broyuiii. Under this act it states: 

The head of any agency to which any such appropriation is made shall, out of 
funds made available by such appropriation (1) furnish to each such employee 
such uniform at a cost not to exceed $100 per annum, or (2) pay to each such 
employee * * *, 

He can do either. 

Mr. Finan. If it is cheaper to buy them in bulk and supply them, 
he can do that. But under this act he does not have the authority to 
maintain the uniform, keep it clean. 

Mr. Dowpy. That is a laundry business. 

Mr. Finan. The laundry side of it the employee has to take care of. 

Mr. Brorniiy. Under this act ? 

Mr. Finan. Yes. 

Mr. Gross. In the Department of the Interior I notice 58 waiters. 
Do they operate their own cafeteria over there ? 
these waiters are for. 

Mr. Finan. If you will permit me to make an assumption and cor- 
rect the record if I am wrong, I think you will find these waiters are 
probably in the Indian Service and in hospitals. The Department 
of the Interior does not operate its own cafeteria. 

Mr. Gross. I notice the word “cosmetologist” used in the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. How is that related to the Department of the 
Interior ¢ 

Mr. Frnan. I will hazard a guess and correct the record if I am 
wrong. It is probably a teacher in one of the Indian schools. 

Mr. Gross. There are seven of them. They must have more Indian 
schools than that. 

Mr. Frnan. But not necessarily in cosmetology. 

Mr. Gross. No. Perhaps the cosmetology, baking and cooking, et 
cetera, total of seven. 

Mr. Broyuiu. It seems most of the uniforms listed here are not 
the type that need to be fitted or tailored, so to speak, but are the type 
that are cotton and can be laundered and used by several individuals 
such as a butcher’s uniform and I think the agency should be supply- 
ing those and taking care of the laundry, too. We ought to make 
»yrovision somewhere in the legislation for them to take care of the 
sedi 

Mr. Tumutty. In the bill already passed : 


I assume that is what 


Head of any agency to which any such appropriation is made out of funds made 
available by such appropriation. 


68098—55——_3 
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There is a check with respect to this. If there are no funds avail- 
able he could not issue any uniform allowance. 

Mr. Frnan. That is correct. 

Mr. Tumutry. Therefore the Appropriations Committee still has 
a check upon the foolishness of some administrator who might want 
to put all the girls in blue uniforms or something ridiculous. 

Mr. Finan. At the present time this act is not yet operational. The 
authority is not yet available because we haven’t completed the proc- 
ess, which is to get language written into the appropriation, language 
authorizing expenditure of funds. 

Mr. Tumutry. Assuming this amendment is adopted, and assuming 
the act is in operation, there is an additional thing which must happen 
before a uniform allowance can actually come about and that is there 
must be a written regulation which he will adopt but also he must 
have funds made available to him, so you would have control over the 
actions of a foolish administrator through the appropriations com- 
mittee by their withholding appeegerelans:. 

Mr. Gross. We don’t operate in this committee on the basis of dele- 
gating to the Appropriations C ommittee that which we ought to do. 

Mr. Tumuury. That is already the law. My act doesn’t do that. 
You passed that last year before I got here. Not that it would have 
made any difference. 

Mr. Gross. I am afraid we passed a wide-open law. 

Mr. Tumutry. It seems if you pass something and exclude people 
that have to pay for their own uniforms, it is an injustice. 

Mr. Downy. I wonder what kind of interpretation the Bureau of 
the Budget would put on the language, “who are required by regula- 
tion,” whether you would construe a local regulation to cover it or 
will you require a departmental regulation. 

Mr. Frxan. Well. we will look to the department heads. However, 
there will be situations where the department heads will want to dele- 
gate authority for issuing such regulations to subordinates within 
the agencies. But if you are thinking in terms of a regulation that 
some fellow way out in an isolated field station might dec ide to put into 
effect, that kind of a regulation would not bring this act into opera- 
tion in my opinion. 

Mr. Downy. Do you think that the act should provide that it should 
be departmental regulations ? 

Mr. Fran. No, sir; I think it is adequate at the present time. 

Mr. Downy. Any further questions ? 

Thank you, unless you have a further statement. 

Mr. Frxan. No. We will be glad to answer any other questions 
that may arise. 

Mr. Downy. That is all that occurs to me now. 

Our next witness is Mr. Walters, operations director of the Govern- 
ment Employees Council. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES COUNCIL 

Mr. Waurers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the 

record, my name is Thomas G. Walters, operations director of the 


Government Employees Council of the American Federation of 
Labor. 
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Last year when this bill was before the House and Senate commit- 
tees we appeared and testified in support of this legislation and we 
are today in support of the amendment as offered in the bill before 
you. 

It seems to me if there is some question as to how we might pinpoint 
this thing a little bit to keep other groups from being e nlarged in the 
future, that we might change the language to read— 
who by custom or oral regulation over the years or written regulation have been 
required to wear uniforms. 

I kind of agree with Brother Gross that there might be other large 
groups of people who some agency head in the future might decide 
they would like to see them dressed up in uniforms and I for one don’t 
feel that in this great United States of ours that we should go too far 
on this uniform procedure. 

I do wholeheartedly support the fact that any employee who is re- 
quired to wear a special type of uniform should be reimbursed to a 
reasonable degree at least. 

I doubt the feasibility of the suggestion that was offered by Brother 
Broyhill. It might work, but we have a tendency over the years to 
get out of Government operations rather than to enlarge them. 

Iam wondering if you wouldn’t run into some criticism if you en- 
deavored to buy such things as meat aprons in bulk and have laundry 
bills and repair bills. Wouldn’t you run into the same opposition that 
is being developed over the years by outside industry that the Govern- 
ment is extending their facilities rather than curtailing them ? 

Mr. Broyrninti. Reading the entire section 402, Mr. Walters, it does 
make provision there for the agency to supply the uniforms. 

Mr. Watters. We certainly as far as I know would have no opposi- 
tion to the plan that you suggested but I was just wondering if that 
same thing wouldn’t bob up. 

Mr. Broruitn. I made my suggestion before I read the entire section 
402. My suggestion is already taken care of in the existing law. 

Mr. Tumctry. I might say for the record, I have no objection to 
any such suggestion as you made. 

Mr. Watrers. I don’t think we would have any objection if these 
things were bought in bulk and furnished to the employee and fresh 
ones handed to the nurse or to the meacutter or to whoever wore this 
general type of nontailored uniform that could be handled to the 
satisfaction—— 

Mr. Broyutiu. I don’t think it is feasible for the individual to have 
to buy that type of uniform. I think you will find in every other 
industry and type of business that type of uniform is supplied through 
some laundry or contract service and not by the individual. No doubt 
that is the way it is handled now or would be handled under this 
existing law. 

Mr. Watters. That is the way it is handled in large places like 
hotels now. All that stuff is furnished and on a day-to-day or week- 
to-week basis, as a general rule. The only thing we are hopeful and 
we believe this committee will do that in short order, is to bring 
about the intent of the legislation enacted last year, and to set up 
some provision to take care of this small group that is now left out 
through no fault of their own, That is about all I have to say. 

Mr. Tumutry. That is the intent of the amendment. 
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Mr. Watrer. We hope that it will be expedited through and get 
the amendment approved by the time the appropriation is ready and 
as I understand the appropriation, I may be wrong in this, the ap- 
propriation has asked for and contemplates these people being covered 
just as if they were actually under the provisions of the law. 

So there will be no additional cost involved, as I see it, from the 
information I have had. 

So we certainly hope that you work out some plan to both protect 
the employee and—— 

Mr. Dowpy. That was our purpose in calling the meeting this early 
after appointment; to try to get this thing completed and I trust that 
we will be able to do that. 

Mr. Waurers. Anything we can do to cooperate with you, Mr. 
Chairman, in bringing this to a successful conclusion, we will be most 
happy to do. 

Mr. Dowpy. We appreciate that, and we know you will. 

Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Tumutry. If these people are left out, it was an intent of the 
act which is already the law, to include them. 

Mr. Watters. That is right. 

Mr. Tumuury. If they are left out it will be an injustice to them. 

Mr. Waurers. I have confidence in this committee that they will 
work out something so these people will not be left out, to bring it 
about so that both Government and employee will be protected. 

Mr. Tumutry. I have the same confidence. 

Mr. Watrers. I think our people would go along that it was the 
intent of Congress to cover these people who have in the past been 
required and not anticipating a large additional group in the future. 

I don’t think we would have any objection to that type of procedure 
or so-called lock on it so you couldn’t mushroom the thing in some 
particular agency. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Downy. Thank you. 


Mr. Luther Steward, president of the National Federation of Fed- 
eral Employees. 


STATEMENT OF LUTHER STEWARD, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Srewarp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, title 
IV of Public Law 763, enacted last session of Congress, providing 
uniform allowances, met with universal approval. There was no 
objection raised to the plan by anybody at any point during either 
legislative program. It now develops that language appearing in 
section 402 would deprive certain employees who are and have been 
required to wear uniforms while on official duty by reason of the fact 
that formal regulations had not issued at the time Public Law 763 
went into effect. 

The purpose of Representative Tumulty’s bill, H. R. 3948, is to 
eliminate that language by the deletion of the words “existing on the 
date of enactment of this act.” 

It would then be possible for the head of any department or agency 


to issue regulations covering the use of uniforms and the necessity of 
wearing uniforms by employees. 
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We feel that the provisions of section 404 devolving upon the direc- 
tor of the Bureau of the Budget the authority to promulgate such 
rules and regulations as may be nec essary to provide for the uniform 
administration of this title is a sufficient control. It can be assumed 
that the Director of the Budget will provide that regulations either 
be issued by top level authority of departments and agencies, or if 
such authority is delegated by the head of a department or agency in 
any event, it will be reviewed and approved by such departmental or 
agency head. 

That would remove the possiblity of any local or installation head 
by possible capricious action requiring the use of uniforms by em- 
ployees where they were not commonly worn in connection with those 
employment categories. 

A number of references have been made this morning to certain 
types of employees that fall within the general category of those who 
by custom, by practice, and very frequently by reason of health or 
sanitation wear washable cotton uniforms. 

That is notably the case in institutional employees where it is neces- 
sary for all of those who are around patients in a hospital to wear 
sterilized clothing when engaged in operations or other technical work 
in connection with medication or surgical practice and also with 
respect to certain other categories such as has been referred to as meat- 
cutters, cosmetologists—I think I can locate one cosmetologist at 
Riverside Indian School in California. 

The representative of the Bureau of the Budget has stated that it 
has been found that notably in VA and Department of Agriculture 
where substantial numbers of these employees are found who are 
required to wear these washable uniforms in connection with their 
official duties that the cost is well below the $100 maximum provided in 
the act. 

We feel very definitely that the purpose of the bill before you 
merely enables heads of departments and agencies, with the necessary 
control of the Bureau of the Budget exercised under existing section 
404, to put into effect what was clearly the intent of Congress and the 
recommendation of the administration, and the approval of the em- 
ployees through their organization when this legislation was enacted. 

We do not see in this any possibility of extension into areas that 
have not hitherto been covered by uniformed employees of abuse and 
waste of Federal funds. It is simply the elimination of language 
which prevents the full application of what the Congress fully in- 
tended to enact last year and which met with universal approval and 
no objection on the part of any parties in interest in the matter. 

Mr. Gross. I am sure we all can agree that this amendment, of itself, 
does not open the bill to abuse but the bill itself, I am constrained to 
think, needs some restrictive language. 

I am sorry that I must disagree with you that it was not the limita- 
tion I think should be in the bill. 

Mr. Stewarp. In response to that, Mr. Gross, I would say that we 
feel that the administration of the Bureau of the Budget through 
successive directors has indicated very definitely that that agency has 
seldom erred on the side of opening the channels of the Treasury. 

On the other hand, many of us have frequently felt that the Bureau 
of the Budget has clamped down too tight on the expenditure of 


Federal funds. 
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I think the very nature of the agency as well as its uniform admin- 
istration since the passage of the budget and accounting acts of 1921 
has been all in the other direction. It is a governing and controlling 
agenc y, to discourage the expenditure of F ederal funds. 

Mr. Gross. I can cite you a lot of examples where I think they are 
throwing a lot of money out of the window, but it doesn’t apply in 
most cases to Federal personnel, I will say that. 

Mr. Srewarp. I am confining myself to Federal personnel matters, 
since that is my specialty. 

Mr. Gross. I was in hopes that you were, but I cannot agree with 
you that the budget has not been and is today calling for the expendi- 
ture of wholly unnecessary expenditures. 

Mr. Srewarp. In the field of personal service, I think their record 
is uniformly clear in that respect. 

Mr. Gross. Mr. Steward, do you have among your employees those 
employed by the District of Columbia government ? 

Mr. Srewarp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gross. I notice that some 2,820 would be benefited under this 
amendment. 

Can you tell me ina brief way who those would be? 

Mr. Srewarp. Don’t they appear there? I think they appear there, 
Mr. Gross. 

Mr. Gross. Yes; I believe they are. Culinary and dietary. I sup- 
pose those are hospital employees. 

Mr, Stewarp. Yes, sir; Gallinger Hospital and similar institutions. 

Mr. Gross. Chauffeurs and other drivers on there. Would they be 
drivers of trucks or drivers of motorcars ? 

Mr. Srewarp. Various motor vehicles where they are required to 
wear chauffeurs uniforms. The others clearly indicate institutions 
like Gallinger, Blue Plains, National Training Schools for Boys and 
National Training School for Girls. They are institutional or hos- 
pital. Some may refer to Lorton, the workhouse, and the district 
penitentiary. 

Mr. Gross. Certainly when the bill was before the committee I 
never realized we were getting into this broad a field of uniforming 
employees. Perhaps that was my fault. 

Mr. Tumvutry. These people are already required to wear uniforms. 

Mr. Srewarp. All these institutional employees are required by 
the very nature of their duties. An X-ray technician, a nurse, 
wouldnt be permitted in any modern hospital to come around an 
operating room without a laundered sterilized cotton garment. 

Mr. Gross. I understand that, but the bill we passed provided a 
uniform allowance. 

Mr. Stewarp. Not to exceed 

Mr. Gross. Not to exceed a hundred dollars. We were setting up 
enabling legislation, were we not? 

Mr. Srewarp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gross. That is the point Iam making. Maybe they wore uni- 
forms in the past, but I was a party to setting up legislation that 
employees were allowed a maximum allowance of a hundred dollars 
for uniforms and what I am trying to say is that I did not know it 
embraced all of the employees set forth here. 

Mr. StewaArp. Now we have 
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Mr. Tumctry. But when you passed that act last year these people 
at that time were required to wear uniforms. 

Mr. Gross. That may well be. 

Mr. Tumvtry. My point is your objections are against the bill upon 
which you have already voted and which is now law, not directed 
against this amendment. All this amendment does is rectify an 
injustice. 

Mr. Gross. I am not opposing this amendment, but I still think 
there ought to have been more restrictive language in the bill we passed 
last year and the fact you are coming in with an amendment now 
provides the opportunity to take care ‘of it. I think this legislation 
ought to be passed but I also think that it ought to carry with it some 
restrictive language. 

Mr. Tumvuttry. Wouldn't that call for an additional amendment of 
the main act itself? 

Mr. Gross. You are amending the main act here. 

Mr. Tumvutry. You want to add an additional amendment ? 

Mr. Gross. That is right. 

Mr. Downy. Anything further, Mr. Gross? 

Mr. Gross. No. 

Mr. Tumctry. I am pointing out the persons involved in this are 
persons presently required out of their own pocket to wear uniforms 
and if you don’t enable them now to be reimbursed you would be 
committting an injustice, which I don’t think you would want to do. 

Mr. Gross. I am not opposed to this. 

Mr. Tumutty. It would be a gross miscarriage of justice. I have 
no objection to the suggestion along those lines. 

Mr. Downy. I know Mr. Gross told me he had an appointment at a 
quarter to 12. It is that time. We wouldn’t have but about 12 
minutes more to work. 

Can we agree on a time to resume this hearing and finish it ? 

We will tentatively set this for 2 o’clock Friday afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m. the committee was recessed, to recon- 
vene at 2 p. m., Friday, March 11, 1955.) 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 11, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
Posr Orrick AND CIVIL SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 2 p. m., Hon. John 
Dowdy, chairman of the sidibshsies titan, presiding. 

Mr. Dowpy. Gentlemen, we will begin. 

We have a good quorum present. The next witness on the list, 
which we had yesterday morning, when we adjourned, was Mr. 
McCart. 

Will you proceed, Mr. McCart ? 

Mr. John A. McCart is legislative representative for the American 
Federation of Government Employees. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. McCART, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. McCarr. Mr. Chairman, for the purposes of the record, my 
name is John A, McCart, and I am legislative representative for the 
American Federation of Government Employees. I have given to the 
reporter a copy of the prepared statement that we have in relation to 
H. R. 3948, and I will appreciate your permission to incorporate it into 
the record. 

Mr. Dowpy. That may be done. 

(The information referred to above follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES ON AN 
AMENDMENT TO THE UNIFORM ALLOWANCE ACT 


The American Federation of Government Employees supports the bill H. R. 
3948 because it wil remove an inequity affecting a large group of Federal em- 
ployees who are required to wear uniforms. 

Although Congress last year by legislative enactment made it possible for 
Government agencies to obtain funds for the purpose of providing uniforms, one 
phase in the law prevented a large proportion of the employees who must wear 
uniforms from benefiting from the general authorization of the uniform allowance. 

The provision of the law to which this bill relates is the Federal Employees 
Uniform Allowance Act, approved September 1, 1954. This act was approved 
as title IV of the so-called Fringe Benefits Act. 

This uniform provision authorized an annual appropriation not to exceed $100 
for each uniformed employee. A showing was made in the hearings on the bill 
when it was before the House and Senate that there was a real need for such an 
appropriation to remove a hardship which had burdened Federal employees for 
many years. However, when the act became operative, it contained what now 
appears to be an obstacle to its effective application to a great number of em- 
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ployees. This obstacle was the requirement in the law that the employing agency 
must have had in effect on September 1, 1954, a regulation requiring its +#m- 
ployees to wear a uniform. It is this provision which the bill H. R. 3948 is 
designed to eliminate. 

Many employees are required to wear a uniform as a necessary adjunct to 
the performance of their official duties. Included in this number is a large group 
of attendants in the Veterans’ Administration and Public Health Service hospitals 
and Immigration and Naturalization Service, as well as employees guarding 
buildings or Government property and operating fire-protection facilities. 

It was stated in a committee report to the Senate last year that a Budget 
Bureau survey indicated that 270,000 civilian employees were required to wear 
uniforms. Of this number there were 135,000 in the Post Office Department, 
leaving nearly 140,000 in other agencies. Thus the number is sufficiently large 
to create a major problem for immediate consideration. The problem is that 
many of these employees are no better off than they were before this authoriza- 
tion of a uniform allowance was enacted by the Congress because of this pro- 
vision that there had to be a regulation in effect on September 1, 1954. 

This has little to do with the necessity for wearing a uniform. The law still 
provides for a showing of necessity, and it is a matter on which the agency must 
satisfy the Congress. 

As matters stand now, these employees are still required to wear uniforms. 
It is because of the nature of their duties, and, regardless of the existence of 
a regulation on a particular date, they will continue to wear uniforms. The 
result is that the alleviation of the burden placed upon them for many years 
has not taken place. When we discussed the need for a uniform allowance at 
hearings in previous years, we pointed to the unfairness of expecting an em- 
ployee to buy and maintain the uniform that is essential equipment for getting 
the job done. It is unfair because of two employees in the same grade and re- 
ceiving the same salary; one must spend a goodly portion of his salary on the 
purchase and maintenance of a uniform, while the other employee is completely 
freed of that expense. Uniforms are frequently damaged and the added expense 
falls on the employees wearing them. 

Thus the need is plain. There remains only the appropriate action to insure 
this badly needed relief for this group of employees. Approval of H. R. 3948 
will clear the way to making the uniform allowance available to many employees 
for whom the necessity of a uniform can be shown. 

In closing, I wish to thank the chairman and members of this subcommittee 
for this opportunity to express the views of the American Federation of Govern- 
ment Employees on this matter. 


Mr. McCarr. I would like to address a few extemporaneous remarks 
concerning several vital points of the bill. We appear in favor of 
early enactment of H. R. 3948. There has been outlined to the com- 
mittee by previous witnesses the background of the legislation and 
the need for it so that it is not necessary for me to elaborate on that 
point. 

I would like, however, to bring to your attention at least one dra- 
matic example of how the language in the present law, Public Law 
763, affects those employees for whom the legislation was originally 
intended. As the committee is undoubtedly aware, there is currently 
pending before the House Appropriations Committee language in the 
supplemental appropriation which would authorize the agencies to 
expend money from current appropriations for the uniform allow- 
ance. If the bill under consideration today is not enacted, and if the 
language in the supplemental appropriation is approved, there would 
still be many thousands of Federal employees who would still be un- 
able to receive the benefit of a furnished uniform or a uniform allow- 
ance even though the basic statute intended that they do so. 

I want to refer specifically to the Department of Defense, because 
it involves the greatest number of employees concerned with this leg- 
islation and because it furnishes the most dramatic example. Other 
agencies, smaller ones, are similarly affected. The Department of 
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Defense employees have been required in the past to wear uniforms. 
You will recall that one of the requirements of the public law en- 
acted last year is that there be regulations in effect on or before Sep- 
tember 1, 1954. Of the 44,000 employees, the Defense Department 
feels that it could qualify approximately 25,000 under the technicali- 
ties of the required regulations, leaving a large group of about 19,000 
or 20,000 employees who would not be covered in any event. | 

I want to point this out: The 44,000 people now do not receive the 
benefits of the uniform allowance because the Defense Department 
is unable to give it to the 19,000 people and therefore will not give 
it to anyone. 

Mr. Gross. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at this point / 

Mr. Dowvy. Yes. 

Mr. Gross. Did they set up regulations last year to take care of the 
25,000 ¢ 

Mr. McCarr. No, sii. 

Mr. Gross. Then the entire 44,000 would be out as far as this legis- 
lation is concerned; is that true? 

Mr. McCarr. There were 44,000 total. I misunderstood your ques- 
tion. There are 25,000 whom they feel would be covered by regula- 
tions in existence prior to the enactment of the legislation, leaving 
the balance not covered by any regulations at all. 

Mr. Gross. They did not formulate any new regulations in con- 
formance with the law ? 

Mr. McCarr. They are in the process of developing them now. 

Mr. Gross. They did not at that time. 

Mr. McCarr. They cannot do it because they had to be in effect on 
September 1, 1954. 

Mr. Gross. They did not provide regulations to take care of all of 
their people? 

Mr. McCarrt. No, sir. 

Mr. Gross. Some, we will say, 25,000 were covered by regulation ? 

Mr. McCarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gross. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McCarr. So the point I am making is that neither group can 
get the benefits of the legislation because to give it to the people who 
were covered by regulation would discriminate against the people 
who were not and would cause a tremendous morale problem. 

Mr. Dowpy. In other words, that is because the Defense Depart- 
ment says, “We will not pay the party whom we can pay because we 
cannot pay all of them?” 

Mr. McCarr. I do not say that we agree with the philosophy but 
that is the fact that we are facing. The simple fact is that no one is 
getting it. 

Mr. Dowpy. I cannot see it either. 

Mr. McCarr. In view of the situation that I have outlined, Mr. 
Chairman, which affects employees in smaller agencies also, we earn- 
estly request that the committee take prompt action on H. R. 3948 or 
a bill similar to that. 

I might state that we have no objection to any reasonable control 
that the committee may desire to place in H. R. 3948. I would like 
to invite your attention, however, to the fact that at this time title 
IV of the Public Law 763., in addition to what has already been stated 
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here, as far as controls are concerned, requires or permits the grant- 
ing of a uniform allowance upon the appropriation of the necessary 
funds upon a showing of the necessity or desirability thereof. That 
is on page 10, Mr. Gross, of the bill. 

| would simply like to emphasize to you that it seems to us that each 
agency would be required to justify fully to the Appropriations Com- 
mittees of the Congress the need for any additional expansion of this 
principle just at it must do on securing the basic appropriation. 

Mr. Gross. That may be true but, as I said yesterday, I do not care 
to pass it to the Appropriations Committee or the Budget Bureau. 

Mr. McCarr. We have no desire to be adamant or inflexible about 
this matter. Whatever language the committee will desire to accept 
which will provide a reasonable control will be adequate for us. We 
simply want to impress upon you the urgency of the problem and the 
fact that the people for whom the legislation was intended are not 
now receiving the benefits. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, the restriction that is included in the act 
is something over which this committee could have no effective control 
because we can authorize anything we want, but when the Appropria- 
tions Committee appropriates they can still impose restrictions upon 
appropriations. 

Last year we debated rather seriously the question of requiring 
appropriations for uniforms, which you cannot require the appropria- 
tions committee to appropriate regardless of how you write the bill. 

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Moss, I think the question that is in Mr. Gross’ 
mind and the question which came up yesterday is that apparently 
they are stretching this thing to make a uniform include a butcher’s 
apron and that was what I think he has in mind. 

Mr. Moss. We discussed I think last year the possibility of writing 
in some definitive language that would spell out what a uniform is. 
That becomes rather difficult also. We would have to leave it to the 
good judgment of the persons concerned. 

Mr. Gross. It is not my recollection that we had evidence before 
the committee to propose to uniform the number of people proposed 
here in the way that they propose. 

Mr. Moss. From talking to Mr. Johnson of the staff I thought that 
this would affect no more people than we originally considered at no 
greater cost than we considered. 

Mr. Gross. I think that as an individual I erred somewhat in not 
getting further into this thing a year ago. I am not going to miss the 
opportunity to put some restrictions upon the further use of this legis- 
lation; in other words, to bring a lot of people under this thing which 
was not contemplated. As I see it, this bill is wide open to do just that. 

Mr. Moss. Would you define a uniform ? 

Mr. Gross. No; but you can at least hold it to the people involved 
here, those who have been customarily by tradition included. I can 
see in this legislation that there is no provision against uniforming 
a stenographer, if somebody wanted to do it, and the appropriations 
committee would appropriate the money. 

Mr. Moss. Do you seriously believe they would ? 

Mr. Gross. In the little experience that I have had here I can expect 
almost anything. 

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Alexander, do you have questions? 

Mr. Atexanper. I have no questions. 
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Mr. McCarr. I want to say “Thank you” to you and the committee 
for the promptness with which you have scheduled these hearings and 
your apparent intent to solve this problem as quickly as possible. We 
appreciate your making the time available to us. 

Mr. Dowpy. We were glad to do it. We do want to dispose of the 
thing. 

Mr. McCarr. Thank you. 

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Messer will be the next witness. Mr. Messer is the 
legislative representative for the National Association of Post Office 
and General Services Maintenance Employees. 

Mr. Messer, make whatever statement you wish. 


STATEMENT OF ROSS A. MESSER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST OFFICE AND GENERAL SERV- 
ICES MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Messer. For the record, my name is Ross A. Messer. I am 
legislative representative for the National Association of Post Office 
and General Services Maintenance E mployees. I appear before you 
today endorsing the general features of H. R. 3948. 

Last year duri ing the heari ing on the bill containing the uniform pro- 
visions we were under the impression that certain regulations that 
were in effect at that time would be interpreted as being included, but 
the Department in issuing their revised regulations did not include 
all of the custodial employees. They included guards and elevator 
operators. They have in the past authorized the local postmasters to 
require uniforms of employees other than guards and elevator 
operators. 

It is not an expensive uniform. It is a cotton uniform. We would 
not expect the full $100 allowance because it is not a wool uniform, 
gabardine or anything of that nature that takes a higher price, but we 
feel that where the postmasters are given the authority to authorize 
the wearing of uniforms by these employees that they should be cov- 
ered under the uniform allowance and if the wording in the present 
law is changed we hope to be able to get the Department to either issue 
regulations covering this group of employees or cancel their authority 
to the postmasters to require these boys to wear uniforms; in other 
words, either furnish the uniform or discontinue the uniform. 

If you can help us out in reporting out a bill that will take care of 
that, we will appreciate it very much. 

Mr. Dowpy. That sounds like a fair proposition to me to either not 
require them or else include them. 

Mr. Messer. This is mostly in the larger cities. The smaller cities 
are not affected. New York, Chicago, Boston, San Francisco, St. 
Louis and places of that nature, are included. 

Mr. ALExanpeER. If it did not cost $100 how would you proceed ? 

Mr. Messer. The language in the bill is “not to exceed $100.” In 
other words, if the uniforms cost $35 they would be reimbursed $35. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Would it be retroactive? 

Mr. Messer. No, sir. 

Mr. ALExANpER. Is anyone drawing this $100 now? 

Mr. Messer. No, sir, every employee that is having to wear a uni- 
form is having to furnish it himself now. In other “words, the Post 
Office Department i is furnishing no uniforms as yet. 
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Mr. ALexANnDER. How many would you estimate would be required 
to have uniforms? 

Mr. Messer. Under the regulations issued by the Post Office De- 
partment at the present time there are about 2,000 of the 16,000 cus- 
todial employees. The group that I have mentioned today that are 
not included would in my estimation run around 5,000, 

Mr. Avexanper. Would that make it 7,000 in all? 

Mr. Messer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ALExANpDeER. In other words, this uniform allowance has never 
gone into effect at all as far as your custodial employees? 

Mr. Messer. That is correct. The request is before the Post Office 
Department at the present time for the allotment of funds from the 
current appropriations. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Gross. I think that is a fair proposition. 

Mr. Downy. Any questions, Mr. Gross? 

Mr. Gross. No, sir, no questions. 

Mr. Downy. Mr. Moss, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Moss. I have no questions, 

Mr. Downy. Thank you. 

We will ask Miss Hayes and Mr. Burbridge to come forward at 
this time. 

Miss Hayes, do you have any statement to make? 


STATEMENTS OF ELINOR G. HAYES, DIVISION OF PERSONNEL 
MANAGEMENT; CHARLES E. BURBRIDGE, SUPERINTENDENT, 
FREEDMEN’S HOSPITAL, PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE; W. J. A. 
WICKMAN, M. D., ASSISTANT CHIEF, DIVISION OF HOSPITALS; 
AND ROBERT HARWICK, BUDGET OFFICER, DIVISION OF HOSPI- 
TALS, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


Miss Hayes. I think Mr. Burbridge can tell you what our points 
are because most of the benefits not covered are in Freedmen’s Hospital. 
There are 11 outside of that, but they wear their uniforms through 
customs rather than regulations. Those are nurses in the Bureau of 
Old Age and Survivors’ Assistance Agency in Baltimore, and one 
chauffeur. 

Mr. Downy. Would you like to make some statement before we 
question you? 

Mr. Bursrince. Well, Mr. Chairman, I would simply like to at 
this time say there are a number of employees now at Freedmen’s 
Hospital who are being provided uniforms under appropriations re- 
ceived from the Congress and there are a number however who wear 
uniforms for whom no provisions are being made at the present time. 
If my understanding is correct, you are interested in knowing the 
positions which are not covered ? 

Mr. Downy. That is right. 

Mr. Burerince. The positions which are not covered for provision 
of uniforms is what I will address myself to. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I wonder how many of those wear uni- 
forms by custom and how many are required to wear them by regu- 
lations not in conformity with section 402, title TV, Public Law 763. 

Mr. Burerince. Mr. Moss, the largest group for whom no provi- 
sions are being made, but who have to wear uniforms in the hospital 
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is the graduate nurse personnel group. ‘There are approximately 210 
in the hospital. They are required to wear a uniform by hospital 
regulation and also by custom, but there are no provisions being made 
for them in terms of financing the expense of buying uniforms. 

In addition to those, a large group would be the practical nurse 
group. That is not too large a group. There are 25 practical nurses 
on our staff for whom there are no provisions for buying uniforms. 
This is a list that I think you have. 

Mr. Moss. Is that because of no appropriation or because of the 

failure of the hospital authorities to request appropriation / 

Mr. Burprivce. We have never requested an appropriation to buy 
uniforms. 

Mr. Moss. But under 402 the requirement for the uniform existed 
prior to enactment of 763, did it not ? 

Mr. Bursrivce. We are not clear on that point. We are not clear 
on two points of the regulation. No. 1 is what constitutes a regula- 
tion. We are wondering whether a regulation means one promul- 
gated by the President and extending over the entire executive branch 
or is the regulation to be construed as one issued by a contingent of 
government, Freedmen’s Hospital, for instance, which has possibly a 
division status ? 

Mr. Gross. Will you yield at that point? 

Mr. Moss. I wonder if I can first deal with this. It Says: 

There is hereby authorized to be appropriated annually to each agency of the 
Government of the United States or of the District of Columbia 


and it goes on— 


by the number of the employees of such agency who are required by regulation 
existing on the date of enactment of this Act. 

I would assume that any regulation existing on the date of enact- 
ment of the act would be sufficient to authorize that appropriation. 

Mr. Bureriver. I am glad you cleared us upon that point because 
that was the focal point on which we had some question. We have in 
our administrative regulations at the hospital the requirement that 
nurses wear uniforms. 

Mr. Moss. It does not say any regulation by a President of the 
United States. It says regulation by the agency or the Government 
of the United States, each agency of the Government of the United 
States or of the District of Columbia. You are an agency of the 
District of Columbia and of the United States. 

Mr. Downy. Of which are you an agency ¢ 

Mr. Burprince. The United States. 

Mr. Gross. If I may ask, what is the status of Freedmen’s Hospital? 

Mr. Burerivce. Freedmen’s Hospital is a Federal institution under 
the supervision of the Public Health Service on delegation of that 
authority by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Mr. Gross. It is in nowise a private institution / 

Mr. Burprince. No, sir. 

Mr. Gross. It is supported by Government funds? 

Mr. Burpsringe? It is supported primarily by Government appro- 
priation. There are certain funds that we acquire by making charges 
to private patients. 

Mr. Gross. You derive some revenue from other sources. What 
proportion of your revenue is derived from that source / 
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Mr. Bursringe. I would say that the Federal Government finances 
approximately 80 percent of our operating expenses. 

Mr. Moss. They are certainly an agency of the Government of the 
United States. 

Mr. Bursrince. We are definitely an agency of the Government 
of the United States. 

Mr. Downy. It appears to me that those people just offhand would 
not be in any trouble about this thing because you had your regula- 
tion. However, there may be some interpretation different from 
that put on it. 

Mr. Moss. They have not requested an appropriation. 

Mr. Dowpy. There is something I would like to know in that con- 
nection. Are nurses’ uniforms ordinarily furnished by the employer / 

Mr. Burerwwcr. In my experience I think that traditionally nurses 
have provided their own uniforms. I may be wrong. 

Mr. Downy. That was my impression. 

Miss Haves. I think the situation does vary. However, St. Eliza- 
beths and the other Public Health hospitals have that authority by 
which they have at least done something toward the purchase of 
uniforms in the past. That was the reason for our bringing up this 
point. 

Mr. Atexanper. What about practical nurses? Do they wear uni- 
forms? 

Mr. Bursrmer. They are required to wear uniforms. 

Mr. Atexanper. Don’t they furnish their own uniforms? 

Mr. Bursrince. Yes, practical nurses do provide their own uni- 
forms. There is an inconsistency about uniforms as related to hos- 
pital personnel. We provide uniforms for hospital attendants who 
comprise a group of persons who deal directly with the patient, and 
we pay for them. However, the nurse who has exactly that same 
relationship with the patients in terms of intimate contact with the 
patient is not provided uniforms. 

Traditionally we have never provided uniforms for nurses in our 
hospital. However, as Miss Hayes points out, it has been done in 
other places. I should put it this way: It is being done both ways. 
There are some institutions that provide nurses uniforms and some 
that do not. Weare one that does not. 

Mr. Gross. I want to take this opportunity to ask another question 
x two. You say these are Public Health hospitals, is that correct? 

Miss Hayes. I will check. We have some members from the Public 
Health here. Perhaps they had better answer that. 

Mr. Downy. Dr. W. J. A. Wickman, Assistant Chief, Division of 
Hospitals, and Mr. Robert Harwick, from the Finance Office of the 
Public Health Service, are here. 

Mr. Gross. How many of these hospitals do you have in Washing- 
ton, D. C.? 

Dr. Wickman. Freedmen’s Hospital of course has a relationship 
to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in that we have 
a sort of overall supervisory responsibility which hgs never been quite 
clearly defined, but we do step in and assist and investigate them on 
their problems of management. There is a commission at the moment 
studying Freedmen’s relationship to Howard University and to our- 
selves, and so on. 
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Mr. Gross. Then Freedmen’s is the only one in the District of 
Columbia ¢ 

Dr. Wickman. That is correct. We have 16 other hospitals 
throughout the country and roughly 25 outpatient clinics and 125 
outpatient offices. 

Mr. Gross. Is Freedmen’s Hospital open to anyone? 

Dr. WickMaN. It is open to the beneficiaries as defined by Congress. 

Mr. Gross. They do have patients that must reimburse the Govern- 
ment if they make their appearance or are admitted to the hospital. 
For example, the District. of Columbia may admit certain cases and 
they must reimburse Freedmen’s, is that right? 

Mr. Bureriner. Yes. 

Mr. Dowpy. Will you tell us who is eligible for Freedmen’s Hos- 
pital while we are on that subject / 

Mr. Bursringe. | will be glad to, Mr. Chairman. Freedmen’s Hos- 
pital has authority to accept paying cases. That would be the patient 
who is able to pay the full cost of his hospitalization. 

Mr. Dowvy. That is without exception / 

Mr. Buresrincr. Without exception. We also accept patients who 
are the responsibility of some level of government and may fall in 
the indigent category for whom the government under whose juris- 
diction they fall ‘makes prior certification for the payment of their 
bill. Those are two broad categories of patients that we accept. 

Mr. Gross. Who would those people be? I am taking a little time 
here, but I am curious to know what this operation is. I must confess 
that I do not know. Who would an indigent be that is paid for by 
the Government ? 

Mr. Burerince. Let me give you an example. The District of 
Columbia receives an appropriation from Congress for the purpose 
of paying us for the care of their indigent sic k in our hospital. 

Mr. Gross. The Government’s indigent sick ? 

Mr. Bursrince. The District of Columbia’s indigent sick, and on 
arrangement through certification by the Bureau of Medical Assist- 
ance they certify a case to us for medical services. We accept this 
patient on prior certification and give him his care and bill the District 
of Columbia for that care on a stipulated per diem rate of reim- 
bursement. 

Then with the counties in two States, Maryland and Virginia, we 
accept cases on aproximately the same basis in these counties with 
whom we have contracts, refer patients to us on certification. We 
accept them and bill the counties for their care. 

Mr. Gross. What is the counterpart of that in the State of Iowa? 

Mr. Burerince. You do not have a counterpart of that because you 
have a very good State hospital system in the State of Iowa. 

Mr. Moss. Would the county hospital in my State be a counterpart 
of that? 

Mr. Gross. But scarcely supported out of the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. Moss. We do not have the type of government of the District 
of Columbia. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Who determines who is to be the patient ? 

Mr. Bursrinee. In the District of Columbia the Bureau of Assist- 
ance which is an organization under the Health Department of the 
District of Columbia determines indigency and they refer these 
patients not to Freedman’s Hospital, but to other hospitals in the Dis- 
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trict of Columbia with whom they have contracts. Indigency simply 
means in this instance a person who is unable to pay for his own 
hospital services and the city assumes that responsibility. That is 
pretty standard practice in most municipalities. 

Mr. Downy. You say about 20 percent of your income comes from 
paying patients? 

Mr. Bursrmwer. Well, from reimbursements from the States and 
from the District of Columbia, and the balance is from the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Dowpy. That 20 percent of which you are talking is not actually 
received from paying patients. A lot of that is payment from the 
District of Columbia or from some county in the State of Maryland or 
the State of Virginia? 

Mr. Bursriner. Yes, I can give you the figures, if you would like. 
We receive from the District of Columbia ex: ictly $300,000 a year. 
We receive from paying patients an estimated $600,000 a year, in 
excess of $600,000 a year. We receive from the counties approximately 
220,000 a year. 

Mr. Downy. From each one? 

Mr. Bursrwwer. No, sir, from the total number of counties from 
whom we receive ‘patients. 

Mr. Gross. When you speak of counties you are speaking of these 
adjacent counties in Maryland and Virginia. You are not speaking 
of counties over the country ? 

Mr. Bursriner. No, sir, we are speaking of the adjacent counties 
in Maryland and Virginia. 

Mr. Downy. How much appropriation do you get directly from 
the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Burpsrince. In the 1950 fiscal year, we received an appropria- 
tion in the amount of $2,880,000. 

Mr. Arpxanper. What capacity of hospital do you have? 

Mr. Bursrweer. We have a hospital with 533 beds. 

Mr. Downy. In other words, you have a budget of about $3,800,000 
a year? 

Mr. Bursrince. Approximately. 

Mr. Downy. Do you render any service in return for that, or is 
that just $2,880,000 from the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Bursriper. The service that we render, Mr. Chairman, is in 
terms of the care of patients in this area and also in terms of the educa- 
tional programs that we conduct at the hospital principally those in 
medical education, those in nursing education, and about 7 or 8 other 
vicinities in which we train rather specialized types of hospital per- 
sonnel. 

Mr. Dowpy. Apparently, all of your patients are included, the ones 
from the District of Columbia and Maryland and Virginia. The 
Federal Government separate from those does not send you any 
patients? 

Mr. Bureriner. No, sir. I might point out the fact too that we are 
the teaching hospital for How ard U niversity, College of Medicine. 

Mr. Dowpy. I knew that, but that is well to get that into the record. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Moss. 

Mr. Moss. Getting back to the problem which we have before us, 
1 am interested in determining the policy of the Public Health Service 
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hospitals as to the payment for nurses’ uniforms, whether it is gen- 
erally the policy of the Public Health Service to buy uniforms ‘and 
what the policy might be in other hospitals throughout the country 
other than the Public Health Service hospitals. 

Dr. Wickman. By regulation we have prescribed very few uni- 
forms. There are no provisions for supplying our nurses and other 
categories with uniforms by regulation. At the moment we have a 
committee working on the problem in view of this bill of trying to 
set up some regul: ations and also to determine what the cost is going 
to be on us if we do supply the uniforms. We are faced with the 
problem of definition such as you raised, Mr. Chairman. That con- 
cerns us as well as the uniforms. The uniforms may be either identi- 
fying or protective. We classify them into two broad categories. 
Our officers, for example, there is a provision for furnishing uniforms 
for them. That is identifying. However, when we get into the nurs- 
ing fields and other medical and ancillar y fields they also have identi- 
fying uniforms and there are also protective uniforms that are 
required so that when they go to certain medical care areas they do not 
wear street clothes. 

Mr. Moss. Do you provide uniforms for interns / 

Dr. WickmMaN. They buy their uniforms. 

Mr. Moss. You maintain them? 

Dr. Wickman. No. 

Mr. Moss. Some hospitals do maintain those uniforms? 

Dr. Wickman. We are given a uniform allowance. 

Mr. Moss. That is medical personnel. When you say they buy 
them, there is an allowance given ? 

Dr. Wickman. That is right, but there is no support by our regula- 
tions for any other uniform. 

Mr. Moss. Do you maintain those uniforms by providing laundry ? 
Let us take the case of the intern. Do you launder the uniforms? 

Dr. Wickman. No; he has to send them out and pay for the laundry 
himself. 

Mr. Moss. I do not mean the dress uniform. I mean the work 
uniform. 

Dr. Wickman. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Do you have a laundry in connection with the hospital? 

Dr. Wickman. No. 

Mr. Moss. But in many private hospitals they do provide laundry 
for the staff; do they not ? 

Dr. Wickman. They do. Let us say if a man goes into surgery or 
a dressing room, we have him slip on a dressing gown, and ‘that is 
supplied by the hospital and we launder those. 

Mr. Gross. Mr. Chairman, has the gentleman finished? 

Mr. Moss. I have one more question. 

You say by regulation you do not require but by custom you do 
require / 

Dr. Wickman. It is hit and miss. 

Mr. Moss. You would not permit a nurse to report to work without 
a uniform even though you have no regulation requiring them to wear 
them ? 

Dr. Wickman. They graduate from school and have their particu- 
lar school insignia and uniform. They have varying caps. 
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Mr. Moss. If they report to work without their uniform you would 
probably send them home even though you have no regul: ation. You 
would not permit them to work in street ¢ ‘lothes ? 

Dr. Wickman. That would not happen. A graduate nurse is rather 
proud of the fact and would not appear otherwise. 

Mr. Moss. They say they have no regulation; yet for all practical 
purposes you have the regulation of custom. 

Mr. Downy. You might give me some information. Probably if 
any State did this it would “be California. Does California furnish 
nurses’ uniforms in their hospitals ¢ 

Mr. Moss. I do not believe they do. In many instances they pro- 
vide maintenance for the uniforms. 

Mr. Downy. I did not suppose that that was done anywhere. 

Mr. Moss. I might add, however, that in view of the very low sal- 
aries we pay nurses I think it w ould do a little service to them if we 
did provide uniforms. 

Mr. Gross. The gentleman does not mean to say that that is re- 
flected in the bill that you get from a hospital. 

Mr. Moss. I think the nurses’ part of the total cost reflected in that 
bill is minor. I think we have nursing to the point whereby with- 
holding fringe benefits and keeping salaries at an unrealistic level 
we are not attracting as many as we should. 

Dr. Wickman. Our chief nurse complained the other day that we 
are at a great disadvantage in our service in that some institutions 
are supplying nurses their uniforms and as our nurses are not being 
furnished uniforms and are complaining we are not able to attract 
some of them because of the lack of that fringe benefit. 

Mr. Moss. We had that problem in California and to make the 
orderlies feel better we gave them a 5 percent increase and called them 
psychiatric assistants. 

Mr. Gross. Mr, Chairman ? 

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Gross. 

Mr. Gross. You are presently reviewing the law with a view of 
seeing how many people you can put in uniform ; is that correct ? 

Dr.Wickman. We have approximately 3,000 people to be in uni- 
forms in the categories of our nursing personnel, our nursing aides. 

Mr. Gross. I thought that there would be a lot of reviewing going 
on to see how many more people could be brought under this thing 
and therefore the cost would increase. 

Dr. Wickman. We estimate roughly as of today that we will re- 
quire perhaps $200,000 if we are going to furnish three-thousand-odd 
people with uniforms whom we feel should be in uniforms. 

Mr. Downy. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Gross. Yes. 

Mr. Dowpy. You said 3,000 people? Is that 3,000 in addition to 
the ones that are already covered by regulation ? 

Dr. Wickman. Correct. 

Mr. Dowpy. On this list we have here the list only shows the entire 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare with 455. 

Miss Hayes. May I explain that. If I am correct, the Public 
Health Service has the authority outside of the fringe benefit bill. 
We are asked to report only those for whom the only authority would 
be the fringe benefit bill if amended. 
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My 400 figure purported to be all those people who are required to 
wear a uniform, but were not receiving them under uniform allow- 
ances or authorization other than the Federal Employees Uniform 
Allowances Act, and could not receive it under any authority except 
the Uniform Allowances Act. 

Now, I was informed, and I am sorry to have to raise this question, 
that Public Health had sufficient authority aside from the Fringe 
Benefit Act, so that that is the reason why they did not report any to 
us for inclusion. 

Mr. Moss. I have one question. Getting back to the estimated 
$200,000 for 3,000 employees that would be about $68 annually. It 
would not amount to that for a nurses’ uniform, would it? 

Dr. Wickman. That is the various groups that are under consider- 
ation that would require uniforms protective or identifying. 

Mr. Moss. You probably supply protective uniforms now, do you 
not ? 

Dr. Wickman. We do supply some types of protective uniforms, 
yes. 

Mr. Moss. What types would you have in mind? 

Dr. Wickman. If we wanted to put all of our aides and attendants 
in uniforms rather than to permit them to wear a gown. 

Mr. Moss. You would not be duplicating there. You would be 
tending to eliminate the protective for identifying covering ? 

Dr. Wickman. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. So $70 or $68 per person would probably be a very liberal 
figure. You would expect to cut under that considerably ¢ 

Dr. Wickman. Our committee is still exploring the whole problem. 

Mr. Moss. In dealing with nurses’ uniforms, for example, you are 
usually dealing with cotton and some fairly simple and not overly 
expensive uniform ? 

Dr. Wickman. You are going to require more than one uniform 
of course. 

Mr. Moss. Surely. 

Mr. Dowpy. I am not clear about this 3,000 extra employees about 
whom we had not heard. Are any of those already being supplied 
with uniforms ? 

Dr. Wickman. No, there are no allowances. 

Mr. Moss. Then, Mr. Chairman, would that not be a case where 
neither under section 402 of Public Law 763 nor under the proposed 
amendment would we be dealing with the type of people we are dis- 
cussing. The problem we have at the moment is that when the law 
was enacted there were certain regulations in existence, regulations 
that met the requirements for section 402 which said that these people 
had to wear uniforms. We still have a group of employees who by 
custom wear uniforms but not by regulation. The fact that they may 
be exploring the problem or studying it now to determine whether 
regulations should be drafted does not bring them under this at the 
moment. Ultimately it may. 

Mr. Downy. It will under this amendment. 

Mr. Moss. If there is a showing of necessity or desirabilty on 
the part of the agency to furnish the uniform. Unless it becomes 
a policy and that could be supported by appropriations, the program 
should not expand unnecessarily. 
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Mr. Downy. The only thing that we need worry about is some 
protection to keep it from expanding unnecessarily. 

Mr. Moss. The appropriation committee generally review these 
things. If there is some request for appropriation for groups not 
heretofore covered by regulation, I assume they would examine into 
it to determine whether there is need. 

Mr. Bursriper. Am I to understand that nurses are covered under 
Public Law 763 in your interpretation ? 

Mr. Moss. If they are required by regulation. I think the regu- 
lation would have to be actually drafted and in existence. Custom 
would not be a regulation. 

Mr. Burpsrince. The question I was asking is that regulation is 
defined in the instance to mean regulations at a hospital. 

Mr. Moss. It is an agency of the Government so I would assume 
it would be a regulation of the hospital. 

Mr. Dowpy. We could not tell you that. 

Mr. Bursrince. That isa point that ws as bothering us. 

Mr. Moss. Have you requested an opinion from “the Attorney Gen- 
eral on that? 

Mr. Bursrince. In the Public Health Service, I think they are try- 
ing to get some regulations from the Comptroller’s Office. 

Dr. Wickman. Our regulations are in the Federal Register. 

Miss Hayes. Our regulations that affect the public have to be pub- 
lished in the Federal Register. 

Mr. Moss. Your administrative regulations are also published ? 

Miss Hayes. No, sir. 

Mr. Moss. I would imagine that this is an administrative regulation. 

Mr. Bursrince. My question was in reference to the definition of a 
uniform. Dr. Wickman spoke of a uniform being both identifying 
and also protective. In the case of a nurse her uniform is both. I 
would imagine that that falls right square in the middle of the 
denition of a uniform as far as the provision. 

Mr. Moss. I would say that we discussed in the committee last year, 
as I recall, the desirability of defining a uniform and decided that 
we could not do it. 

Mr. Bursripce. Who then is to define what a uniform is? 

Mr. Moss. | think if you require them to wear a certain type of 
dress that that would be a regulation requiring a uniform. 

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Gross, do you have some further questions ? 

Mr. Gross. I have no questions. 

Mr. Downy. Mr. Alexander ? 

Mr. ALExANDER. I have no questions. 

Mr. Dowpy. I noticed yesterday that the “seamstress uniform” is 
here. That is in Freedman’s Hospital ? 

Mr. Bursripce. Did you want me to speak on that, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Downy. Yes. 

Mr. Burprince. I think in that instance a seamstress’ uniform is 
actually identifying as a member of the hospital staff. There are 
isolated instances in which a seamstress may go into the ward area 
and come into contact with patients but that of course is not very 
often. These girls that are working in the seamstress division of 
the hospital do wear uniforms. 

Mr. Dowpy. Are they required by the hospital to wear a uniform ? 
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Mr. Bursrivce. They are required to wear uniforms, yes, as rec- 
ognizable hospital personnel. In our organization we have house- 
keeping and the laundry under the maintenance department in which 
the various categories of personnel are identified by type of dress 
that they wear. Therefore, for the most part, this type of personnel, 
seamstresses would be classified as those having to wear identifying 
uniforms. 

Mr. Dowpy. I think those are all the questions we have at this time. 

Thank you for coming. 

We have Mr. Sidney D. Larson, Director of the Division of Budget 
and Finance, Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Larson. I am Sidney D. Larson, Director of the Division of 
Budget and Finance, Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Downy. We have Mr. Numbers, Director of Personnel for the 
Department of Interior. 

Do either of you have a statement ? 


STATEMENTS OF SIDNEY D. LARSON, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF 
BUDGET AND FINANCE; DONALD J. PROULX, CHIEF, BRANCH OF 
PROPERTY AND SUPPLY, BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS; AND GUY 
W. NUMBERS, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF PERSONNEL MANAGE- 
MENT, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Larson. I have information which may be helpful to you, Mr. 
Chairman, in getting an idea of how we are operating in the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. We have two agencies, the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and National Park Service, who have issued regulations with 
respect to uniforms. 

I have a copy of the regulations here on the National Park Service. 
The total number of employees now covered by regulation in fiscal 
year 1956 will be 1,487. We have approximately 1,148 positions not 
now covered by regulations. They pertain principally to two opera- 
tions. One is the Fish and Wildlife Service, United States Game 
Management Agency, and No. 2 is the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

By custom a number of those people are required to wear a uni- 
form, but not by regulation. ‘The number involved there is roughly 
1,000. I have 998 to be exact. They include policemen for the law- 
enforcement a 

This might be helpful to the committee. The Bureau of Indian 
Affairs is engaged in an education program for the Indians and due 
to their remote location in many instances they require dormitories 
for the school children, dining halls, teachers of various sorts to teach 
them vocational training, and also those that are necessary to be in 
the kitchens for serving the meals and those who are necessary to do 
the laundry. 

I have here a list of those that are involved. I do not know whether 
you would care to read them. 

Mr. Dowpy. We have this, and it is in the record. 

Mr. Larson. All right, sir. We estimate that the cost for fiscal 
year 1956 for those that are now under regulation would be $133,700. 

Mr. Downy. How much would be estimated for those not under 
regulation who would go under regulation ? 
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Mr. Larson. Those that are not under regulations we feel at ap- 
proximately $70 a year would be an estimate of $86,180. 

Mr. Dowpy. That would make your estimate run something over 
$200,000 altogether. 

Mr. Moss. That is $133,000 and $86,000? 

Mr. Downy. Mr. Gross, there were some of those yesterday which 
you were questioning. 

Mr. Gross. I asked about the housekeeping aides. What are they ? 

Mr. Larson. Those are the personnel that are involved in taking 
care of the dormitories, and so forth, that are in remote areas where 
the children are brought into school and are removed from their 
homes. They are from either broken homes or from homes so situated 
that in order to educate them they are taken from their homes during 
the school season. All of these, except the first line, the United States 
Game Management Agency, are in the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

Mr. Gross. What kind of uniforms do the housekeeping aides wear 

Mr. Larson. I would like to ask Mr. Proulx, who is the Chief of 
the Property and Supply Branch of the Bureau of Indian Affairs to 
answer that if I might. 

Mr. Proutx. My name is Donald J. Proulx. These housekeeping 
aides wear a type of wraparound dress which costs around $4 or $5 a 
piece. We have required by custom this uniform more for a sanitary 
measure. Most of these uniforms will be more for a sanitary or 
safety measure. Most of these employees in these categories are 
native Indians, and some of their native dress is buxom to say the 
least, and not very sanitary, nor conducive to safety. 

Mr. Gross. What would happen if one of these aides reported for 
work without this uniform? Would he or she be permitted to work? 

Mr. Proutx. I believe they would. I have not seen any of them 
turned away because they did not have on a uniform. However, I 
would say it is generally the exception when one comes to work w ith- 
out a uniform of some nature. 

Mr. Gross. Do you maintain these uniforms both as to laundry and 
mending ? 

Mr. Prou.x. No, sir; they are required at the present time to fur- 
nish their own, not by regulation but by policy and custom, and to 
mend them. 

Mr. Gross. You also provide uniforms for home economics teachers 
on the same basis as for housekeeping aides? 

Mr. Proutx. No, your home economics teachers are classroom dem- 
onstration teachers and provide a smock or cover of some nature. 

Mr. Gross. Are the home economics teachers Indians or Cauca- 
sians ? 

Mr. Proutx. Well, there is a mixture there. 

Mr. Gross. Do you have to deal with waiters ? 

Mr. Proutx. Well, we have waiters in the Indian schools, yes. 

Mr. Gross. Are they men or women ? 

Mr. Prou.x. They are both. 

Mr. Gross. Do you provide uniforms for them ? 

Mr. Provutx. No, we require them at the moment, again by policy 
or by the handbook of the Indian service. There is no regulation 
that has been issued that we could pay these under the present law. 

Mr. Gross. What do you do in your Department of the Interior 
operated lodges? 
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Mr. Proutx. We do not operate any lodges as such. 

Mr. Gross. You operate no Indian establishments of any kind‘ 

Mr. Provu.x. Other than in connection with our schools and hos- 
pitals. Our clubs operate an agency, but that is an employee organ- 
ization. It is not a Government operation. 

Mr. Larson. Do you have reference, sir, to the National Park Serv- 
ice, for example? 

Mr. Gross. That is right. 

Mr. Larson. No, those are concessions operated by private concerns. 

Mr. Gross. You operate none? 

Mr. Larson. We operate no concessions, no hotels or motels eating 
places in the parks. They are under concession. The only uniforms 
that are provided at the parks are for the park rangers and those that 
are recognized as the officials in the parks to guide tours and to pro- 
tect the park facilities. 

Mr. Gross. This dairyman that you list here is in the Indian 
Bureau ? 

Mr. Larson. That is correct. 

Mr. Gross. That I assume is a white uniform / 

Mr. Proutx. That is right. It is usually a coverall type of overall. 

Mr. Downy. I have a question on that. What is a meat cutter’s 
uniform? Is that a butcher’s apron ? 

Mr. Proutx. We have a white pair of pants and a butcher’s apron. 

Mr. Dowpy. The whole thing seems to be stretching the definition 
of uniform. That is what occurs to me. 

Mr. Provutx. The outfit, if you want to call it that, if you do not 
like the word “uniform,” is really necessary for sanitation in most 
instances and is not an outfit that is commonly worn on the street. 
That is the definition that I would use. If it were something that they 
could wear for street or other occasions we would not classify it as a 
uniform. 

Mr. Gross. This meat cutter would be working in a kitchen in con- 
nection with an institution ¢ 

Mr. Provutx. That is right. 

Mr. Gross. I think it is quite common for institutions to supply the 
uniform for kitchen help. 

Mr. Dowpy. It probably is. 

Mr. Moss. Usually it is white duck trousers and a white shirt. 

Mr. Proutx. And something to keep the hair from falling down, 
acap or band. It is very essential when you get to the Indian country, 
particularly where water is scarce. 

Mr. Moss. They probably would not wear them away from the job 
if you gave them tothem. I was just interested in how you can require 
so many people to wear uniforms without having some regulation to 
require that they wear them. 

Mr. Proutx. Our branch of education has issued many handbooks 
on kitchen oper ation and various phases of the education program, 
none of which have been considered as official operating regulations or 
requirements and the established patterns within that branch of edu- 
cation, which were almost as mandatory as regulations. 

Mr. Moss. Actually in operation they were regulations? 

Mr. Provuxtx. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. When you break this down and say that 1,487 are covered 
by regulations you mean that they have a formalized, written regula- 
tion and the others have a regulation that exists? 
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Mr. Provuitx. That exists and would not qualify our certifying 
officers to pay uniform allowances under the present interpretation of 
the law. 

Mr. Moss. Under the interpretation of the law? 

Mr. Provutx. Our interpretation. 

Mr. Larson. I have a memorandum here pertaining to 1,278 of 
those. 

Mr. Moss. I think sometimes, Mr. Chairman, in a uniform of the 
type mentioned in the case of the butcher that there is more justifica- 
tion to furnish that than there would be for the ranger who prac- 
tically lives in his uniform all day long. 

Mr. Larson. Mr. Moss, I would like to make a remark in connection 
with that. The regulations do not permit them to wear them off duty. 
The ranger himself is recognized, you might say, as a park policeman, 
someone to goto. Millions of visitors go to the parks. 

Mr. Moss. When is he off duty ? 

Mr. Larson. Well, they have shifts. 

Mr. Moss. You mean when they are not on shift they cannot wear 
the uniform ? 

Mr. Larson. They are not supposed to wear the uniform off duty. 

Mr. Dowpy. The regulation is no employee required to wear a Na- 
tional Park Service uniform shall be permitted to remain on duty 
improperly dressed. 

Mr. Moss. They must work long hours in the national parks which 
I have visited. ; 

Mr. Dowpy (reading) : 

The uniform is not to be worn by an official or employee when he is not in 
the duty status. 

That is part of the regulation. 

Mr. Moss. A duty status might not mean while on shift. You are 
in a sort of standby status. 

Mr. Larson. They try to break the shifts so that they run through 
a duty period and are off duty. They go back to their quarters and 
are not permitted to wear the uniform to lounge around in or do other 
things. 

Mr. Gross. A ranger stationed in the national forests is constantly 
on duty; is he not? Even though his 8 hours have elapsed he is con- 
stantly on duty. 

Mr. Larson. These are not forest rangers. They deal with the pub- 
lic in assisting them to view the parks and national monuments. 

Mr. Moss. Yes. Yellowstone was one of the spots I had in mind 
when I said they must be on long shifts in some instances. 

Mr. Larson. They try to break the shifts, and I think you have ref- 
erence to the fact that they are at the gates throughout the day and 
in the evenings they have these talks about nature, and so forth. 

Mr. Moss. You run into them at the shopping centers or at the 
restaurants ¢ 

Mr. Larson. There they may be on a break for lunch. 

Mr. Moss. I am not criticizing, but I am observing that they seem 
to be making better use of their uniforms than is made by the man who 
works in the kitchen. 

Mr. Proutx. We tried to be quite selective when we came up with 
this listing. We have another type of employee that wears an outfit 
that could be classified as a uniform. That is our forestry personnel, 
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Through the ages forestry has adopted the tight- fitting knee breeches 
because they make it easy to get through the woods. All of our 
forestry personnel wear them. 

Mr. Moss. You do not require them not even by such a regulation 
as might be gotten from one of your pamphlets / 

Mr. Provtx. No, sir. There is nothing. 

Mr. Gross. W hy do you say you have not included them? 

Mr. Proutx. We feel that they are doing that for their own ease 
and benefit. There is nothing to be gained from it. 

Mr. Moss. You would not object to it if they came to work 
coveralls ? 

Mr. Provutx. Not at all. 

Mr. Gross. It seems to me that we have other categories here that 
would fall in the same place. 

Mr. Moss. I think the difference might be as to whether or not you 
require a certain specified dress. If you require that, I think that 
becomes a uniform. I just had Mr. Belen draft a little language here 
that no employee shall be required to wear a prescribed uniform in 
the performance of his or her official duties unless that uniform is 
furnished to him or her or an allowance paid. 

Mr. Dowpy. Have you any questions, Mr. Alexander ? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. What effect would this legislation have on your 
particular setup ? 

Mr. Proutx. Well, if the policy were adopted to cover all of the 
personnel that we have — here it would permit us to uniform 
1,148 additional people at an estimated cost of $86,100. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. In ea words, you think that all of the depart- 
ments would have additional people just as you have here if this 
legislation were changed / 

Mr. Provtx. As far as the Interior Department is concerned there 
are some that already have been covered, probably all those that will 
require coverage, plus these that I mentioned now, totaling 1,148 which 
are the United States Game Management Agency and the personnel 
engaged by the Bureau of Indian Affairs for various phases of work 
in connection with their school programs primarily which require both 
teaching and housing and feeding of school children. 

Mr. Arexanper. You do not mean that teachers would be covered 
under this? 

Mr. Proutx. Demonstration teachers like home economics teachers. 

Mr. ALexaNperR. Would they just use an apron? 

Mr. Proutx. You have to use more than an apron when you get a 
classroom with 25 or 30 girls handling flour and so forth. 

Mr. Atexanper. The only thing that bothers me is that I think we 
get into the realm of where there are great possibilities of overstepping 
anything we even imagined in this thing. 

Mr. Gross. That is my concern with this thing entirely. Why not 
put your Indian teachers in uniform? Why limit it to home econom- 
ics teachers and housekeeping aides? Why not put them all in 
uniform ? 

Mr. Proutx. We think there is a difference in category of personnel 
and the elements that they come in contact with. Teachers are usually 
in a class or category where they have a lot of the conveniences, in 
fact all of the conveniences that you and I have. These housekeeping 
aides and kitchen helpers and laundry workers that we have on this 
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list are the reservation Indian himself who does not have these means 
available to him. 

In addition to a sanitary reason, as I said before, safety is another 
factor. For example, our laundry workers if we permitted them to 
work in their native clothes which are bunglesome, bulky, tattered, 
and torn, they would get caught in the laundry machine so fast that 
it would make your head swim, and we would have more relief bills 
to pay than it is going to cost us to put out this uniform. 

Mr. Gross. They are not paid enough so that they can provide their 
own uniform / 

Mr. Prouix. Right; now we are requiring them by unwritten or 
unofficial regulations, through these little pamphlets, to wear a uni- 
form. 

Mr. Gross. Are you unable to get workers? 

Mr. Proutx. No; we are not unable to get workers, but if by a 
stroke of luck we had issued regulations requiring that nurses and 
doctors in our hospitals, and all the other housekeeping aides and 
ward attendants, and various categories, are required to wear uni- 
forms and they fell within the purview of the recent legislation, we 
could pay them for the uniforms that they formerly paid for them- 
selves and are required to wear. 

In this case, we have unofficial regulations that did not permit 
us to qualify these people to get the payment for what uniforms they 
have been furnishing out of. their own pockets. We are trying to 
come up with equality within the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

Mr. Gross. You have had people in uniforms in a considerable 
number of your divisions over there? 

Mr. Proutx. All these people wear uniforms right now and pay for 
them themselves simply because we did not have regulations. 

Mr. Gross. You never had a great deal of friction because some 
of these people were not in uniforms, paid for by the Federal Govern- 
ment: whereas, the wardens or rangers had uniforms. You did not 
have friction up to this time because of that, did you? 

Mr. Larson. I might answer that, Mr. Gross. Those that were 
required to wear uniforms under regulations still had to pay for 
them. Now, by virtue of the language of the act, they do not have 
to pay for them. They can be reimbursed to the limit of $100 a year. 
Yet those who have been, by what you say, on an informal arrangement 
required to wear uniforms are not getting that benefit. I believe that 
is the problem. 

Mr. Gross. I do not want this thing to become in the nature of a 
train that is going by and have a lot of people jump on it and start 
riding because they can get a free ride. 

Mr. Moss. I expected a reaction to my amendment. I received 
no comment on it. 

Mr. Gross. I have a comment for it when we get to executive session. 

Mr. Moss. If you said that they could not require uniforms unless 
they paid for it, there might be fewer regulations requiring uniforms. 

Mr. Avexanver. Are not the uniforms : they buy just as cheap as any 
other ordinary clothes? 

Mr. Moss. I think I can answer that. I think there are undoubtedly 
cases where they buy them cheaper than regular clothes, but their 
use is limited to the job. 
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Mr. Avexanper. They would be wearing out their own clothes 
if they were not wearing them, though. 

Mr. Moss. Let us carry that to the whole question of supplying 
uniforms. ‘That is a question that we were supposed to have answered 
last year. Any person who wears a uniform, for as long as he wears 
the uniform is not wearing out his clothes. But if you are going 
to say that it is proper to supply a uniform to Mr. A and not to Mr. 
B, and yet by action of the Government you are requiring them both 
to buy and maintain uniforms, where are you going to draw the line? 

Mr. ALexanper. It is worrying me as to where they are going to 
draw the line. I think we drew a line in the bill. I think that under 
certain circumstances you could find that this thing would mush- 
room. 

Mr. Dowpy. We drew a line in the regulation. 

Mr. Moss. We said they are required by regulation. 

Would you not be frank with me and acknowledge that you thought 
that a person required to wear a uniform had to be required by regu- 
lation? I did not think they could print it in a book and consider it a 
regulation. I thought that wherever a man was required to wear a 
uniform on his job we were covering him when we passed out this 
bill. We did not say what type of regulation, but the interpretation 
now is that it had to be a formal written regulation in existence prior 
to the enactment of this act. Yet it is just as binding, apparently, in 
getting the employee to wear a uniform. I do not think we defined 
anything except confusion. 

Mr. Downy. This bill, as written and presented here, has exactly 
the effect of what you say you want to offer as an amendment. 

Mr. Moss. We say that they may supply; we do not make it manda- 
tory for the department to go in and ask for an appropriation. We 
merely authorize them to do so. 

Mr. Dowpy. Do you intend to make it mandatory on the Appropri- 
ations Committee in your amendment ? 

Mr. Moss. My amendment says they cannot require them to wear 
a uniform unless they pay for it. I think they have too many uniforms 
in many of these places. 

Mr. Downy. I think so. I think the effect of this thing would be to 
have everybody working for the Government wear a uniform. That 
will be the effect in these departments. 

Mr. Moss. I do not think so. 

Mr. Larson. Mr. Chairman, these are the ones that were required 
prior to the legislation last year. So passage of the act had no bear- 
ing on the instructitons. It was just the manner in which the in- 
structions were promulgated. 

Mr. Moss. That is right. 

We did not define it. These people were apparently, and had been 
for a number of years, required to wear a uniform. It was my think- 
ing at the time I voted for it that we were going to provide for reim- 
bursing the m for the cost of the uniform. 

Mr. Dowpy. Are there any more questions for the witnesses? You 
may be excused. 

We will now recess. 

(Thereupon, at 3:25 p. m., the committee recessed subject to the 


call of the Chair.) 
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